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Abstract

Developing A Valid and Reliable Speaking Test

Testing foreign language speaking abilities has been a problematic issue. Deciding on
tasks, eliciting desired samples of speech, aspects of speech to assess, standards and
procedures in making assessment are the challenges in speaking exam. Mistakes in these
issues could create fractures in the two indispensible conditions of a test; validity and
reliability. In this context, in preparation class of an engineering faculty also graduating pilot
candidates, the necessity to a valid and reliable speaking test arose. Therefore, this study
aimed to develop a valid and reliable speaking examination testing CEFR B1 proficiency
level, the requirement of the institution. There are 164 test takers, 36 raters and 3
administrators as participants. To develop the test, firstly test specifications were defined,
tasks were chosen and assessment scale was prepared. Then, a rater training session was held
for 36 raters. Both quantitative and qualitative research methods were used in the study.
Construct validity, inter-rater and intra-rater reliability were investigated through using
statistical analysis software of SPSS 22.0 and standard error of measurement was investigated
through an online statistical calculator. Content validity was investigated by comparing the
abilities and topics in the speaking exam with objectives and content of the course book
curriculum. An interview was conducted to find the views of administrators, teachers and
students about the speaking exam. Investigation of construct validity through factor analysis
revealed that nine items constituting the speaking score of a test taker were grouped under a
factor with eigen-value of 6.42 explaining 72.1% of the variance. Inter-rater reliability
analysis revealed that in 17 out of 18 commissions, raters’ ratings correlated positively and

strongly with each other (rs > .69, p. < .03). Intra-rater reliability analysis revealed a

il



Cronbach’s alpha score of a > .70 over 9 items in the speaking test for 33 raters out of 36.
Also, standard error of the speaking test was SE = .095. Investigation of content validity
revealed that abilities tested in the speaking exam matched with the 70% of the abilities in the
course book and 50% of the topics in the course book were tested in the exam. Results of
interview revealed that the speaking exam was authentic, practical and created a positive
washback effect on teachers and students. As a conclusion, the developed speaking test is a
valid and a reliable test which also is authentic, practical and leaving positive washback

effect.

Keywords: EFL speaking assessment, rating scale, rater training, reliability, sample

speaking tasks, validity.
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Ozet

Gegerli ve Giivenilir bir Konusma Simavi Gelistirme

Yabanct dilde konusma becerilerini test etme problematik bir konudur. Adaylarin
konusma becerilerini gergekten yansitan konusma Orneklerini ortaya ¢ikaran konusma
gorevlerine, konusmanin hangi yonlerinin degerlendirilecegine ve smavi icra etmede ve
degerlendirme de standartlar1 saglamaya karar vermek ve bunlar1 tanimlamak konusma
simavlarindaki giicliiklerdir. Bu konulardaki hatalar bir testin olmazsa olmaz iki kosulunda
catlaklara sebep olabilir; gecerlilik ve giivenilirlik. Bu baglamda, ayn1 zamanda pilot aday1
yetistiren mihendislik fakiiltesinin hazirlik smifinda AODRC B1 yeterlilik seviyesini
Olcebilecek gecerli ve gilivenilir bir konugma sinavi ihtiyaci ortaya ¢ikmistir. Dolayisiyla, bu
caligmada kurumun gereksinimi olan CEFR B1 seviyesini 6l¢ebilen gegerli ve giivenilir bir
konusma smavi gelistirme amaglanmistir. Bu calismada 164 smava girecek olan, 36
puanlayici, 3 yonetici vardir. Sinavi gelistirmek icin Oncelikle test 6zellikleri belirlenmis,
smav gorevleri secilmis ve degerlendirme oOlg¢ekleri hazirlanmistir. Daha sonra 36
puanlayiciya puanlama egitimi verilmistir. Bu calismada hem nicel hem de nitel arastirma
yontemleri kullanilmistir. Yap1 gecerliligini, puanlayicilar arasi giivenilirligi, puanlayic ig
giivenilirligini arastirmak i¢cin SPSS 22.0 istatistik programi kullanilmistir ve testin standart
hatasin1 arastirmak i¢in c¢evrimig¢i istatistik hesaplayicidan yararlanilmistir. Kapsam
gecerliligi, testin Olctiigii yetenekler ile ders kitabinin miifredatinda bulunan hedef ve
kazanimlar ve testte kullanilan konugma konulari ile ders kitabinin konu kapsam ve igerikleri
bir karsilastirma tablosu kullanilarak arastirilmistir. Yonetici, 6gretmen ve 6grencilerin sinav
hakkindaki goriislerini 6grenmek i¢in miilakat yapilmistir. Faktor analizi yoluyla yapilan yap1
gegerliligi analizi bulgular1 konusma notunu olusturan dokuz maddenin eigen degeri 6.42

olarak ve degiskenin %72.1’ini agiklayarak bir faktor altinda gruplandigini gostermektedir.
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Puanlayicilar arasi giivenilirlik analizi sonuglari 18 komisyonun 17’sinde puanlayicilar arasi
korelasyonun pozitif ve gii¢lii oldugunu ortaya ¢ikarmistir (s > .69, p. < 0.03). Puanlayici i¢
giivenilirlik analizleri 36 puanlayicidan 33’linlin  puanlamasinin yiiksek gilivenilirlikte
oldugunu ortaya ¢ikarmistir (e > .70, 9 madde iizerinden). Ayrica, testin standart hatas1 da SE
= .095 olarak bulunmustur. icerik gecerliligi arastirmasinda konusma smavinda test edilen
yeteneklerin ders kitabr miifredatindaki hedef ve kazanimlarin %70’1 ile eslestigi ve sinavda
konusulan konu bagliklarinin ders kitabinin konu kapsam ve igeriginin %50’sini dogrudan test
ettigi bulunmustur. Miilakat sonuglar1 konusma sinavinin 6zgiin, pratik oldugu ve 6grenci ve

Ogretmenler lizerinde olumlu bir etki olusturdugu sonucunu gostermistir. Sonug olarak,

gelistirilen bu simav giivenilir, gegerli, otantik, pratiktir ve olumlu bir etki olusturmaktadir.

Anahtar kelimeler: Gegerlilik, giivenilirlik, konusma gorev Ornekleri, puanlama

dlcegi, puanlayici egitimi, yabanci dil olarak Ingilizce konusma degerlendirilmesi.
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Chapter I: Introduction

With the increase of interaction on global scale, especially in the last decade, the
demand for learning a foreign language has erupted. Many institutions, now, are looking for
employing agents who know foreign language(s). This search has caused to inclusion of
foreign language education in education systems. Most of the universities have been

providing preparation classes in which only a foreign language is taught.

English as a foreign language is the foremost foreign language taught in universities in
Turkey. The teaching of foreign language is based on four skills which are namely reading,
writing, listening and speaking. According to Ur (2000), for effective communication, among
the four language skills, speaking is the forthcoming skill. Besides, Bailey and Savage (1994)
emphasize that speaking is considered to be the basic skill. Moreover, Lazaraton (2001)
regards that knowing a language has the similar meaning with to be able to speak it. Bearing
the emphasis on the importance of speaking ability in mind, it could be deduced that speaking
skill is very important and deserves a great quantity of attention in foreign language

education.

Along with teaching of speaking skill, assessment of speaking is also crucial. Without
conducting an assessment, it would be obscure to judge how much of the target aims and
outcomes pertaining to speaking ability have been acquired by learners. Hughes (1990)
indicates that it is difficult to measure oral ability accurately. Wei (2011) explains that form of
language testing has to face the validity and reliability issues. In addition to that, O’ Malley
and Pierce (1996) indicates that the three challenges that are to be handled when assessing
speaking are time setting, assessment tasks and evaluation criteria. It might be deduced that,
selecting tasks that would elicit the speaking skills to be observed by examiners, applying

criteria during the assessment by taking many dimensions of speaking skill into account



simultaneously in the restricted time by sustaining validity and reliability make the

assessment of speaking skill very difficult.

Tasks are designs of many different contexts for classroom activities . Through tasks,
test takers demonstrate their abilities under the given conditions. Therefore, tasks should be
representative of the speaking abilities to be tested. As a conclusion, tasks are regarded to be

important in testing speaking abilities.

On the other hand, evaluation criteria should be relevant to tasks and the abilities to be
tested. Otherwise, since the performance of test taker and the assessment criteria would be
two completely different things, scoring of the performance could be irrelevant of that test
taker’s real speaking ability. In addition, those criteria should be defined clearly and exactly
enough for the examiners so that the same meaning could be understood and that could be
applied precisely and accordingly by all examiners. Thus, a fair judgment could be provided
for all test takers though raters change from commission to commission. As a conclusion,
evaluation criteria could be considered to be significant in terms of scoring performances

consistently.

Gong (2010) expresses that the way a speaking test is executed affects the validity and
reliability of it. In other words, it could be inferred from the statement of the author, unless
examiners apply the same procedures in terms of conducting speaking examination; for
instance, time allotment, instructions, sequence of tasks etc., validity and reliability of the
exam could be affected negatively. In addition to that external conditions such as heat, sound,

comfort of desks, and quality of materials have impact on a valid and reliable speaking test.

As a conclusion, conducting a valid and reliable speaking test could be thought to be

based on very delicate conditions. Definition of construct and implying the blueprint



flawlessly might have great significance. Therefore, there are many critical issues the needs to

be taken care of when developing a speaking test.

The Context Of The Study

In the institution, during academic education students have 30 hours of English lesson
in preparation class. English as a foreign language is taught based on four language skills
namely reading, writing, listening and speaking in addition to main course lesson in which

students are taught grammatical structures through communicative activities.

For assessment process, students take four mid-term exams and several quizzes. At the
end of the education year, students have English Proficiency Exam. Mid-term examinations
are comprised of four language skills, and the level of the examination is decided in the basis
of proficiency level of education that students receive at that time. Quizzes are tests that cover
unit subjects, aims and outcomes. Lastly, English proficiency exam is at CEFR B1 level and

is based on four language skills.

Students’ end of year score is calculated by taking 35% of the mean score of four mid-
term scores, 15% of the mean score of all quizzes and 50% of the English proficiency exam
score. As long as the accumulation of those scores is above 59, students pass preparation

class.

Statement Of The Problem

When taking into account of the institution’s necessity to hire agents who know
English with a high degree of proficiency, the necessity of developing a valid and reliable
speaking test in which speaking abilities of students could be assessed emerges out. During
their careers, students will be in a large amount of different context in which English is

medium of communication. Therefore, it is crucial to involve tasks in which test takers are



supposed to demonstrate many different speaking abilities and to create criteria for assessing
the test takers’ performance appropriately. Currently, there is not such an examination

process.

Subject Of The Thesis

In this thesis study, how a valid and reliable speaking test is developed, which
speaking abilities are to be tested, which type of tasks are included, which assessment criteria

are used, the procedures for conducting speaking test are going to be elaborated.

Purpose Of The Thesis

In this study, a valid and reliable speaking test is aimed to be developed. In order to do
that, abilities to be tested, tasks to be executed and criteria to be used for assessment will be
decided. Next, the procedures to conduct the test and how to score performance appropriately

will be presented to the examiners.

The Significance Of The Study

In this study, a comprehensive speaking test in terms of the abilities to be tested is
aimed to be developed. In daily life, there are many contexts each of which has unique
features. It holds great importance for students to graduate being capable of managing a
conversation in those contexts. In speaking skill testing and assessment, it is expected from
students to demonstrate those abilities through their performance. Therefore; this study is

significant in terms of including a variety of speaking abilities to be tested.

Besides, in this study, it is important to define the steps to take in order to carry out the
examination process successfully. In order to conduct the examination efficiently, deciding
speaking tasks, preparing task related materials, instructions, planning speaking assessment

commissions, objectives of raters, steps for undertaking the exam and other related documents



are going to be prepared and acknowledged to both raters and test takers. That point also adds

uniqueness to the speaking examination.

Lastly, rating rubric is going to be prepared which is appropriate for the evaluating the
relevant proficiency level abilities and raters will have a workshop session for rater training.
In this respect, relevant materials will be prepared for that training. This section of the study is
also very important in terms of sustaining consistency between raters, scoring validly and

reliably and thus framing a rater-training model.

Concepts And Terms

The key terms that are considered essential in this study are presented as follows:

Assessor — “is a person who listens to a learner in an oral test and makes an evaluative

judgment on what he/she hears (also examiner and tester).” (Underhill, 1987, p. 7).

Marker/ Rater/ Scorer — “is the judge or observer who observes a rating scale in the

measurement of oral proficiency.” (Davies et al., 1999, p. 44).

Reliability — “is the consistency of evaluation of results.” (Grounlound & Linn, 1990,

p. 48).

Rubric — “is a coherent set of criteria for students’ work that includes descriptions of

levels of performance quality on the criteria.” (Brookheart, 2013, p. 4).

Speaking Test /Exam- is procedure in which a learner is assessed based on what he/she

says in his/her speech.

Task — “‘are activities that people do, and in language-learning contexts tasks are

usually defined in terms of language use.” (Luoma, 2007, p. 30).

Testee / Examinee/Candidate — is other different definitions for a test taker.



Validity — “deals with whether a test measures what it is supposed to” (Underhill,

1987, p. 9).



Chapter II: Literature Review

Assessment is a valuable part of the education/instruction process. Through
assessment, learners are evaluated on the basis of how much they have achieved/acquired the
proposed outcomes of the instruction. In this respect, tests are the instruments of assessing
learners’ performances. When learners take/undergo a test, their abilities’knowledge are
demonstrated and become observable and measurable. Therefore, the development of a test
holds great importance. There are basic considerations when a test is developed. The two
indispensible criteria of them are validity and reliability issues. In order to carry out a
satisfactory assessment by which it is meant the interpretations of the result of the test reveal
what is intended to be measured, the two criteria ought to be sustained. Without a valid test, it
becomes more than obscure to justify whether the results of the test actually demonstrate what
the test taker is really capable of. Moreover, without a reliable test, the results of the test
might not be dependable as it is unobvious if the results occurred by chance. As a conclusion,
in order to carry out a dependable assessment, a validity and reliablity issues have tremendous

significance.

Reliability In Testing

Reliability is one of the most essential issues in testing and assessment which has
several definitions. Genesee and Upshur (1996) state that the consistency of test results for the
same individuals refers to reliability. The term is elaborated by them that a test rendering the
same results for a given individual on different occasions would be judged as reliable. They
also assert that if a test is not reliable, it cannot be valid. In another definition, reliability is
defined as consistency of scores (Brown & Hudson, 2002; Henning, 1987). Luoma (2004)
explains that if provided that the scores of a test which is given on the same day are reliable,
they will stay almost similar if the same test is taken by the same people again. H. D. Brown

(2004) indicates succinctly that a reliable test is consistent. Bruin (2010) states that a test is



thought to be reliable when a great many researchers can use it and they have the exact same
results under same conditions. Based on the arguments stated above, the reliability could be
defined results of a test occur out of chance and would repeat itself over time under the same

conditions.

Reliability of a test is comprised of different dimensions. According to Genesee and
Upshur (1996), types of reliability could be divided into test-retest reliability, parallel or
alternate forms reliability, internal consistency and scorer reliability. Genesee and Upshur
explain that the function of test-retest reliability is that the test would yield the same result on
different times given to the same individual. By parallel or alternate forms reliability, they
mean that similar results would occur for the same person with different but equivalent forms
of the test. If the items that constitute a test correlate highly with each other, as they state, it
demonstrates that the items are measuring the same skills and therefore test scores are
consistent and it has internal reliability. Finally, scorer reliability is the consistency of the
scores given by more than one scorer on the same test for the same test taker. As a conclusion,

reliability of a test could be proven through different perspectives.

Sources of unreliability could stem from different reasons such as the test itself, testing
conditions, test takers or raters (Brown, 2004; Genesee & Upshur, 1996). Genesee and Upshur
(1996) state that the instructions of the test could cause confusion unless they are clear to be
understood. In addition, the quality of printing or photocopy affects the legibility of the
instructions or the questions as well. Moreover, H.D. Brown (2004) indicates that the
atmosphere of the testing environment such as temperature, noise, comfort of desk and chairs,
lighting conditions beside to emotional or physical condition of the test taker could affect the
performance at the time of examination. He adds that in a testing occasion where there is
more than one rater which is usually seen in speaking examinations, the issue of inter-rater

reliability emerges. When scorers give inconsistent scoring to the same output because of the



possible reasons which are ignoring the scoring criteria, inexperience, inattention or even
preconceived biases, inter-rater reliability, which according to Luoma (2004) means different
raters rate performances similarly, weakens. H.D. Brown (2004) also adds that because of
unclear scoring criteria, fatigue and bias, intra-rater reliability which, as he states, means that
raters give consistent scoring to the same test even after a period of time under the same
conditions could diminish. Regarding the arguments indicated, reliability is affected by

several conditions which could cause a decrease in it.

There are several possible precautions to eliminate the above mentioned unreliability
sources. The problems stemming from testing environment could be removed by setting
comfortable desks and chair, providing noise insulated environment with proper lighting.
Furthermore, announcing the time of examination before enough would enable test takers to
be well ready for the exam. For the unreliability caused by raters, Luoma, (2004) indicates
that the scoring instrument has a massive role in terms of re-establishing reliability and J. D.
Brown (2005) adds that the analytical scoring instrument which is carefully specified can
increase rater reliability. Another way of increasing rater reliability is through rater training
programme. That could last for several days during which prospective raters are selected and
go through a qualification procedure which includes independent rating of some taped-
recorded performances, so that rating scores of them are consistent with ratings given by other

qualified raters in the system. Luoma (2004, p. 177) explains the rater training session as:

Rating training sessions often begin with an introduction to the test and the criteria.
Different levels on the scale are then illustrated, usually through taped performances
that have been rated by experienced raters before the training. After this, the participants
practice rating by viewing more taped performances. They report their scores aloud and
discuss the reasons for the consensus score and any other scores that some of them

might have given. (Luoma, 2004, p. 177)
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As a result, there are possible ways to exterminate the sources of unreliability and thus

contributing an increase in reliability.

There are different ways of judging whether a test or rating is reliable or not. Standard
error of measurement is an indicator of the reliability of a test (Genesee & Upshur, 1996;
Luoma, 2004). Genesee and Uphsur (1996) elaborate that test scores might include an error
component; thus, standard error of measurement is an indicator of how large the error
component could be. Luoma (2004) states that as long as a test has high reliability, the
standard error of measurement becomes smaller. Correlation calculation is another way of
expressing reliability. Luoma (2004) indicates that “both Spearman rank-order and Pearson
product-moment can be used to calculate both intra-rater reliability and inter-rater reliability.”
(p.182). According to Butler (1985) and Cronbach (1990), values between .8 and .9 are
usually accepted good values while .5 or .6 are considered worryingly weak in terms of inter-
rater reliability. To summarize, there are different indicators of reliability which are standard

error of measurement, Spearman rank-order and Pearson product-moment calculations.

Validity In Testing

Discussions on the validity of a test have been an ongoing issue over years. There are
many definitions of the term validity. Hughes (1989) defines it as finding out if a test
measures correctly what it is aimed for. Another definition by Henning (1989) is it is the
relatedness of a given test or its sub-tests as a measure of what it is intended to measure.
Almost as the same, Genesee and Upshur (1996) define the term as validity is how much a
test can actually is able to measure what it is purposed to measure. Fulcher and Davidson
(2007) deduce that validity is twofold one of which is there is an intention to measure
something ‘real’ and the other is that whether a test actually does measure what is intended.

As a conclusion, based on the definitions above, it could be inferred that a test is valid when it
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actually measures appropriately what its aims are. To describe it in a more detailed way, in
order to assure validity, a test developer needs to include questions or tasks that would elicit

output from examinees that are aimed to be observed by examiners.

There are some dimensions of validity. Cronbach and Meehl (1955) describe these as;
criterion-oriented validity comprised of predictive validity and concurrent validity, content
validity and construct validity. From this point of view it could be deduced that validity is a
multidimensional issue. Each type of validity contributes the validity of a test as a whole. In
order to count a test as completely valid, all of the validity types should be sustained. These
validity types obviously consolidate each other although each of them is not necessarily a

prerequisite for the other.

Criterion oriented validity, as Fulcher and Davidson (2007) state, is that tester has
interest in how much a particular test and a criterion are related to each other so that
predictions could be made based on that relationship. H. D. Brown (2005) states that the
scores on the criterion validated test should correlate highly with another, well relied measure
of the same construct. Genesee and Upshur (1996) explain that criterion relatedness is shown
by correlations between test score and criterion measures. It could be deduced that the new
developed test needs to match to some extent with a previously valid test in order to obtain
criterion validity. For example, if the results of the new designed test reveal the same results
with previously valid test then the two tests measure the same criteria, or this new designed
test could shed light on future capabilities of the test taker in terms of to what extent the test

taker will be able to accomplish in the future tasks.

Predictive validity could be explained by an example. Assume that an institution
would like to learn its effectiveness of a proficiency test of English given at the end of prep-
class in future English-medium courses. As long as the students’ achievement in the test

matches with the performance shown in English-medium courses; then, it could be concluded
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that the predictive validity of the proficiency test is high. Predictive validity, as Fulcher and
Davidson (2007) state, is the term used when the results of the test are used to guess some
future potential ability or success of a test taker. H. D. Brown (2005) also adds that the
assessment criterion in such cases is to assess a test taker’s probable future success. To
estimate academic success at university of a test taker by judging his or her university
entrance exam score, for instance, would be an example of predictive validity. Besides,
speculating on the success of a test taker in lessons in which a foreign language is medium of
education by looking at his or her foreign language exemption examination score could count
for predictive validity. As a conclusion, predictive validity, could serve as an indicator of
future potential of a test taker. In other words, based on the score of a test taker from a test, if
a judgment can be made about possible success or failure in a situation about the test taker
and it turns out to be true, then it could be concluded that the predictive validity of that test is

high.

Concurrent validity could be explained with an example. Since it is difficult to arrange
and administer a live interview of speaking test in terms of planning time, hiring trained
interviewers, a semi-direct speaking test is conducted in which test takers’ spoken
performance is recorded to tapes to be later sent to trained raters for being scored by them. To
see the effectiveness of semi-direct speaking test, scores on them can be correlated with
scores on live interview to see criterion relatedness of the new test. This example is a study of
concurrent validity. Fulcher and Davidson (2007) indicate that a new instrument is compared
with a more established one which supposedly measures the same criteria when concurrent
validity is investigated. They elaborate the term by adding that a well established test of the
same ability needs to be given to the same test takers concurrently or after a few days passed
the test which is supposed to be validated. Hughes (1990) only narrows down the time

between the two tests by explaining that concurrent validity is established when the test and
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the criterion are executed at the same time. In regard to the discussions above, it could also be
estimated that it would be for the benefit of the designers of the new test to conduct the valid
test in a short time so as to prevent environmental factors that could affect the performance of
the test taker during the interval. However, the time between the two tests should not be too
close for the test taker to have the second exam in case he or she might not lift the cognitive
exhaustion. As a conclusion, it could be inferred that the results of the test to be validated and
the valid test should be positively correlated in order to count the new developed test as

concurrently valid.

During education, many different subject matters and skills are aimed to be gained.
The way to find out to what extent those information and abilities are gained is to test the
learner. Therefore, when developing a test, content of the examination ought to be so
comprehensive as to include all aimed information and skills. As the name suggests, “content
validity is about if the content of the test is represented sufficiently and is comprehensive
enough for the test to be a valid measure of what is supposed to measure” (Henning, 1987, p.
94). In so doing, the validity of the new developed test would be increased as the result of the
test would reveal more point of views about the performance of the test taker. Genesee and
Upshur (1996) indicate that then a panel of experts in that field judges the relevance of the test
content to the most current conceptions of that ability and add that content relevance is
assessed logically, there is no statistical way in which it can be determined. As a conclusion,
regarding the discussions above, it could be deduced that it is important to include as much of
the course content as possible to sustain content validity. Thus, that test could be more

comprehensive because of including more abilities to measure.

In a definition made by Cronbach and Meehl (1955), it is stated that if a construct is to
be scientific, that has to be found in a ‘nomological network’, comprised of laws, statistical or

deterministic. They elaborate the term that, these laws tie apparent parts to each other which is
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to say the similar things or constructs are heaped up. Construct validity could be the first and
the foremost issue when checking the validity issue; because, if a test measures what it
intends to measure it could be decided that the test has the construct validity. The idea is also
supported by Mislevy (2007) that, scientifically looking, construct validity is regarded as the
complete of validity and forms the other types of validity. In addition to Mislevy, it is stated
that construct validity has to be included whenever there is a measurement of certain criteria
since the most practicable type of validity to evaluate measurements is construct validity
(Andrews, 1984; Creswell, 2005; Mahoney, 2008; Messick, 1981, 1989; Popham, 2003;
Embreston & Gorin, 2001; Gay & Airasian, 2003; McMillan & Schumacher, 2006). A
definition made by Ebel and Frisbie (1991) states that construct validation is a process
through which evidence is gathered to support the assertion that the test really measures what
the developers of the construct aim to measure. Lastly, Messick (1989) explains that the test
must be appropriate, related, and utilized accurately, with the crucial point being the
integration of evidence that creates assumptions of the performance samples from the
assessment results and he elaborates that these inferences must be clear enough to understand,
dependable and help the aims of the assessment in order construct validity to achieve its
purpose. As a conclusion, construct validity is concerned with the efficiency of a test to assess
the knowledge about the relevant subject matter. The whole criteria or abilities aimed to be
assessed indicate construct. Therefore it could be stated based on the discussions above, as

long as a test is able to measure the construct, that test has construct validity.

Testing Specifications

It is very beneficial to write down the test specifications before developing a new test.
Test specifications are defined as the ‘blueprint’ for a test, which are used by test and item
writers to produce equivalent forms of the same test (Alderson, Clapham & Wall, 1995;

Bachman & Palmer, 1996; Davidson, 2012). Furthermore, Fulcher (2010) indicates that it is a
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single document that includes the purpose, construct, item types and the number of the item
types of the test. Besides, Luoma (2007) explains that test specification consist of what kind
of abilities will be focused on, how the outcome will be assessed and what kind of rating
criteria will be utilized. In another statement, Fulcher (2003) emphasizes test specifications
include test construct, a description of the tasks which are projected to be in the test, what
kind of answers test takers are supposed to give, and an explanation of how the performances
will be scored. Similarly with Fulcher, Luoma (2007) explains that test specifications contain
construct definition to be assessed, and explanation of the test tasks and assessment criteria to
provide guidance for developing similar tasks and for the fair ratings. The specifications
underlie the rationale, the reasons for focusing on certain constructs in assessment, and how
the tasks and criteria make them certain to operationalise. As a result, upon considering the
elaborations stated above it could be deduced that test specifications are the attributes of a test
which reflect the principles upon which the test is constructed to conduct examination and
from which other tests that measure the same abilities, according to the same criteria and

through same procedure could be produced.

Besides knowing what test specs is and how much it is useful in terms of developing a
test, knowing how to write test specifications is also crucial. Fulcher (2003) regards that the
process is difficult to describe since it is most of the time messy and the activities supposed to
be included inside the test are heavily dependent on the testing context and he carries on by
asserting that while it is not important to include all features in every test specification, many
of them will be necessary across a wide range of context in which speaking in a foreign
language is tested. According to Fulcher and Davidson (2007), early conceptions of test
specification demonstrates normative views of test development which were prevalent back in
time and the aim of those specs was to generate tasks which vary in terms of difficulty. It is

also added that, two common elements exist in; sample test tasks and “guiding language”
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about how to produce such samples. Bachman and Palmer (1996) recommend separate
contents into two; the design statement including grounding definitions for the test, and the
blue-print of the test involving the test specifications along with each of the task
specifications which define the purpose, construct, setting, timing, instructions and linguistic
features. Almost similarly with Bachman and Palmer, it is declared by Fulcher (2003) that
specifications should be at two levels; one of which is the general specification the test
containing procedures to carry out the test, parts of the test and their timing and the other is
specifications which are more detailed for the tasks in the test. Lastly, Luoma (2007) states
that the contents of her own model of modular specification are the same as in other models of
specifications and adds that the major point is that specifications establish a record of
background principles of the test. In summary, regarding the indications above, it could be
inferred that while writing test specifications, it is significant to include general attributions
pertaining to the test such as how to carry out tasks, and test task specifications including

linguistic features.

There are many different models of test specifications. These specifications might
demonstrate pathways for test developers. One of the earliest models presented by Popham
(1978) includes general description; a succinct statement of the behavior supposed to be
tested, prompt attribute; a full description of what the test taker will face, response attribute, a
full description of suggested student’s answer, sample item; a sample item or task that
demonstrate the specifications, specification supplement; a full explanation of any further
information required to construct items for a given spec such as a list of words for vocabulary

specification.

On the other hand, another model depicted by Mislevy, Almond and Lukas (2003)
involves item/task specification; illustrates the prompts designed to elicit answers based on

which inferences are to be made regarding the targeted abilities of the test takers, evidence
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specification; gives information about the kind of expected response, test assembly
specification displays the number and range of items in the test, presentation specification;
how the items and materials related to the test are to be presented, delivery specification;

depicts the administration of the test, time constraints etc.

In addition, Alderson, Clapham and Wall (1995, pp. 11-20, 38) created a wide range

list of test specs which involves:

The test’s purpose, description of the examinees, test level, definition of construct
(theoretical framework for the test), description of suitable language course or textbook,
number of sections/papers, time for each section/paper, weighting for each
section/paper, target language situation, text-types, text length, language skills to be
tested, language elements to be tested, test tasks, test methods, rubrics, criteria for
marking, descriptions of typical performance at each level, description of what
candidates at each level can do in the real world, sample papers, samples of students’

performance on task. (Alderson et al., 1995, pp. 11-20, 38)

Lastly, Luoma (2007) introduces her modular approach as construct specification that
defines the combination of abstract skills to be tested with concrete implementation of them
through tasks and criteria, task specification that includes detailed definition of each of the
tasks such as item types, instruction about them and information of the tasks along with the
administration process, assessment specification that defines the rating criteria and how they

are to be conducted during the rating process.

As a conclusion, more or less, all types of test specification mentioned above share
similarities in the list of specs although differ in terms of categorization. The fact that they
differ in categorization should be understood as the difference in the point of view the way
each spec should be dealt. That is to say, each spec is important and should be taken into

consideration; however, some specs could be grouped and dealt with some other specs in a



18

more efficient way. Therefore, no matter which type of model among the ones above is
chosen when developing a test, the specs that are recommended to be considered are almost

similar.

The necessity of writing specifications might be questioned; however, documenting
the decisions and the rationales behind them could be reasonable for several reasons. Fulcher
(2003) states that the documentation has a role in validity argument as the constructs, tasks
and rating scale are linked through a record of decisions. Similar to the Fulcher, Luoma
(2007) emphasizes that a coherent system whose parts fit together emerges out by writing
specifications. She adds that, the theoretical underpinnings would become more concrete for
developers which results in a better understanding of the reasons behind the decision taking.
As a conclusion, it would be beneficial for recording the test specifications as it would be
clear for test developers how construct, tasks and rating criteria are connected and the
rationale behind the definition of construct and selection of the tasks and rating criteria would

be obvious for both test developers and the ones who are supposed to conduct the test.

Speaking Tasks

The way in which speaking is going to happen is influenced by the environment that
surrounds. Luoma (2007) emphasizes that language use differentiate by purpose and context.
In this respect, it could be inferred that the talk is adjusted either in informal or formal way,
directed through monologue or dialogue, transaction or interaction. In language classrooms,
these varieties of setting are provided through speaking activities for the learners so that they
could have opportunities to engage in and improve their speaking skills in many different
dimensions. It could be concluded that, the context defines the ways of speaking is going to

happen.
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Luoma (2004) indicates that when selecting the tasks the most significant issue is the
construct-related information that the results should give. As mentioned above, with construct
validity, what is targeted to be assessed through testing is aimed to be obtained. In other
words, the qualifications or skills that language learners are supposed to have are tested via
the speaking tasks. How far those skills are tested or the results of the examinees reveal what
examiners want to learn about the abilities of the examinees are connected to construct of the

test. As aresult, it is important to bear the construct in mind when designing speaking tasks.

There are some other steps to be taken during the preparation of the task design.
Luoma (2004) explains that in addition to the tasks, assessment designers would need to
create the instructions for both the examinees and the interlocutors, the task related materials
such as role-play cards or pictures. It could be deduced that all of these components are
required to be designed in order to carry out the speaking tasks effectively during the
examination. She adds that tasks could be categorized in many different ways according to the
number of the examinees at a time, particular language use the examiners want to assess,
approach of the assessment, combination of skills. The task design could be shaped based on
the categorizations above. As a result, it could be concluded that task related instructions and

materials and number of examinees at a time would dictate how the assessment will be made.

According to the number of the examinees at a time; the speaking examination could
be categorized into three as individual, pair and group tasks. Luoma (2004) states that
interview format is one of the most common way of setting speaking tests during which
examinees are assessed at a time. This type of testing examinees contains advantages and
disadvantages. It is flexible that, as Luoma (2004) declares, the questions can be adapted to
each examinee and the testers can control things happening dominantly during interaction.
However, this excessive control is accepted as a weakness as well (Bachman, 1998;

Lazaraton, 1992; Savignon, 1985; van Lier, 1989). It is implied by the authors that while the
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interlocutor manipulates all segments of the interaction, the role of examinee is to comply and
reply. It could be inferred that, the examinees might not know how to carry out, manipulate
and direct a conversation. In conclusion, it could be stated that in interview task, the

interlocutor might ask several questions to elicit output wanted to be observed.

Compared to individual interview, pair interview surpasses it in some features. Swain
(2001) puts forward three arguments in favor of conducting pair interview. The first one is
more different types of output is desired to be elicited than in the conventional interview and
as a result enlarge and enrich the evidence obtained about the examinees’ skills. Secondly, she
continues, is about the relationship between testing and teaching, either in the sense of
creating a positive washback resulting in the influence in classroom practices in order to
encourage pair work much more in the classroom, or in the mood of rehearsing what has been
happening in classroom up to that time during the test. Lastly, the third reason is economical;
the amount of examiner time necessary for executing the tests is decreased because of
interviewing pairs. Luoma (2004) states that the way it is conducted leaves more initiative to
the examinees who interact with each other in the main part of the test than the examiner who
observes the conversation. On the other hand, paired tasks bring some disadvantages with it.
The concern is that all test takers might not have same amount of opportunity to demonstrate
their best speaking performance (Iwashita, 1999; Weir, 1993). Because of the over dominance
of one of the pairs, or roles of the pairs, imbalance might occur in terms of speaking time.
However, when attributes of different pairs’ effects on the scores is inspected, the results
depict that the influence is small and even sometimes some other studies revealed
contradictory results about which attributes inflate or shrink them (Berry, 1997; Iwashita,
1999; O’Sullivan, 2002). Luoma (2004) asserts that this might occur since there are a lot of
variables that their interrelated effect on test takers is hard to foresee. Furthermore, since

raters probably pay attention to the different features of interaction, this could influence their
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ratings in a variety of ways. Another feature of paired task, as Luoma (2004) states, that the
examiners mostly feel unsure about the amount of responsibility provided to the test takers
who have not been trained in paired interview techniques and adds that and the speaking test
should contain so clear task materials and instructions that it could enact the discussion and
the examinees are able to understand what kind of performances will help them have better
scores. Based on the discussions above it could be concluded that, although paired interview
tasks might seem disadvantageous in terms of the possibility of one of the participant’s being
dominant and therefore not giving enough opportunity for the other, it is advantageous in

terms of giving examiners enough opportunity to observe different types of output.

Similar to pair work, group interaction tasks are also mostly well accepted by learners
(Fulcher, 1996; Shohamy, Reves and Bejenaro, 1986); however, Reves (1991) indicates that
probably because of the administrative concerns related to handling the sizes of groups and
the abundance of proficiency levels in them, they are not mostly implemented in formal tests
of speaking. It could be driven that should the sizes are too large for one rater to score the
performances of the examinees, it would be difficult to focus on them and thus misjudgments
could arise. Besides, it could also be deduced that roles and responsibilities of the examinees
are important as in pair work; because, they should understand clearly how to carry out the
task and end it. Lastly, it could also be inferred that, in a case of unbalanced levels of
examinees of a group, the one with lower level could fail to fulfill his/her role during the task
and as a result affect the others negatively in terms of following the procedures and
instructions of the task. As a conclusion, it could be stated that, group tasks might have the
same advantages and disadvantages with pair work; however, the most important issue in
creating a speaking task is to clarify the roles and objectives of group members to carry out

the task.
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Nunan (1989, as cited in Luoma, 2004, p.40) separates the speaking tasks into two in
terms of language use that the examiners want to assess; “pedagogic or language focused and
real-life or target tasks”. Pedagogic tasks, as defined by Nunan (1989), are developed
especially for certain limited types of language use. Luoma (2004) elaborates the pedagogic
tasks that there is even less than slight relationship between the activity and real-life
instruction, although it is communicative and meaning focused she continues by exemplifying
that it makes one of the learners instruct the other such as instructing to draw picture and
instructing examinee with the examiner work together in inspecting if the instruction receiver
is able to follow. Nunan (1989) defines real life tasks as tasks which simulate language use
outside classroom. Luoma (2004) explains that real life tasks demonstrate the fundamentals of
non-test specific language use in the assessment situation and this is generally carried out
through simulation or role-play. She exemplifies that examinees are put in professional role in
typical real-life tasks while the examiners act as clients, visitors etc. in which examiners
might have interaction with the test takers in occupational contexts. McNamara (1996) pulls
attention to delicate balance between the linguist’s perception of required ability of language
use and the professional’s perception of relevant professional communication in view of
designing tasks of real-life test. He categorizes performance testing into weak and strong.
Strong performance testing simulates the events in which real-world use of language is
displayed and also includes real-life assessment criteria for evaluating examination success,
however in a weak performance test, evidence of displaying sufficient language ability would
be adequate to earn a satisfactory rating. As a result, it could be concluded that while
pedagogical/language use tasks aim to elicit language output to be assessed in the light of
pedagogical purposes, real-life/target tasks aim to elicit language output related to real-life

context specific language features.
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The approach that is to be obtained for creating speaking test tasks could also be
decided through intended use of the scores of the examinees. When the object of the
assessment is to test the language ability in a broad sense it is called construct-based approach
because, as Luoma (2004) states, the main focus is on the construct of language ability. She
explains that with the construct-based tests, the construct is defined in the basis of course
syllabuses, theoretical models, needs analysis, next the developers should provide content-,
construct- and process-related samples that the language skills needed to be demonstrated by
the test taker in test performance and stated by the raters when assigning scores would comply
with that definition. On the other hand, Long and Norris (2000) remark that task-based
language assessment prioritize the task itself as the principal object to be analyzed, inspiring
the selection items, construction of test materials and the scoring of the performance related to
the task. Ellis (2003) indicate that task-based approach is regarded as a course of discovering
the correlation between the test performances, such as what the examinee is doing in the
speaking exam, and the assessment criterion of performance, such as what the examinee must
do in the context of real life. Another elaboration about how the task based approach should
be adopted in language testing is made by Luoma (2004) that the developers should provide
that the content of the tasks demonstrates the demands of the related task apart from the
examination context, and that the rating should show that. Regarding the statements above, it
could be deduced that a task based approach in assessment would require the use of
simulations and strong performance testing should be conducted in the speaking examination
so as to replicate real-world context in the test. On the other hand, in construct based
approach, pedagogic tasks in relation with course syllabus could be included in order to assess
the quality of language use. It could also be added that, however, real life tasks or simulations
might also be utilized as long as weak performance testing is applied this is because the

language ability that an examinee is expected to demonstrate would be enough to gain a good
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score or pass the test at least as mentioned above. This view is also supported by Luoma
(2004) in some way who states that the assessment criteria in many language test employ the
idea of weak performance testing, possibly as both the examiners and the test takers bear in
mind that a language test is conducted for assessing language use. As a result, it could be
concluded that when adopting task based approach, the test results would yield the possible
capability of the test taker in real life situations and therefore both tasks and scoring criteria
would be shaped accordingly; however, when adopting a construct based approach the test

results would yield interpretations about the test taker’s speaking ability.

Speaking tasks can also be designed as integrated tasks or independent tasks. Plakans
(2017) defines integrated assessment as combination of more than one skill in a test, such as
reading/writing or reading/listening/speaking. In this type of assessment in speaking
examinations, examinees are provided a reading or listening material upon which they are
expected to develop the topic or reflect their opinion. Independent tasks require the exclusion
of other language skills except speaking. Nakamura (2014) defines that independent tasks
demand from examinees to rely on their personal background knowledge to undertake the
task. There are different views about integrated and independent tasks. Read (1990) and Weir
(1993) advocate for the usage of integrated tasks stating that test takers might lack sufficient
information on which to build their argument. In addition, Wesche (1987) claims that validity
would be increased through replicating real life communication tasks as in academic contexts.
However, Luoma (2004) points out that the examinees did better in standalone tasks than in
the integrated, probably because of the enhanced cognitive load in integrated task. As a
conclusion, both integrated and independent tasks seem to have advantages and
disadvantages; when choosing which one to include in speaking test, it would be a better idea

to look construct definition of the exam.
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In speaking examinations, speaking tasks are important in terms of requiring speaking
skills that examiners would like to observe. As stated above, speaking is influenced by
context resulting in different types of speeches. Occasions change in daily life so many times
that it could become necessary to communicate in these different types of speeches. Therefore
speaking tasks in the examination should reflect the varieties of daily life speaking in this
sense. In a study conducted by Brown and Yule (1983), distinctions between four types of
informational talk are illustrated as giving instructions, description, telling stories and opinion
expressing. Furthermore, Bygate (1987) made even finer separations among types of speaking
tasks as information based speech which are describing an event/picture etc., narrating a
story/memory etc., giving instructions, comparing and contrasting two things and evaluative
talk which are explaining/justifying ideas, predicting, and decision making. It could be
inferred from Bygate’s distinction that in factually oriented speaking tasks, examinees are
expected to structure and produce their speech based on the instruction of the task. However,
in evaluative tasks, the examinees also rationalize their thoughts while performing the task by
making reasoning. Thus, the varieties of these tasks require the demonstration of different
speaking abilities. Below, more elaboration is provided about these speaking types. As a
conclusion, there are many contexts in real life and the classification of the types of speaking
tasks could be made based on those contexts so that selection of tasks for a speaking test
developer could be easier as that kind of categorizations could shed more light on what kind

of speaking abilities would be elicited.

In description tasks, as Kayi (2006) defines, examinees are given most of the time a
picture and they are asked to describe, give as many details as possible about the picture and
if that is a pair work with examinee or interlocutor, for example, they can describe the
pictures to each other and find the similarities and differences or place missing items etc. The

task also could require the examinee to describe his home, place etc. As a conclusion, in
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description tasks, giving detailed descriptions such as what is/are seen in the picture(s) and
where they are exactly, the shapes/colors numbers of the objects, actions happening in the

picture etc. in an organized way would be in favor of the examinee.

Narrative tasks, Fulcher (2003) states, are often used to test the ability to sequence
events, and assess the test taker’s ability to control time markers and past tense structures. He
elaborates that examiners should ask the examinees to demonstrate their command of the
attributes of narration such as setting the scene, introducing the characters, mentioning to
those characters accurately and appropriately, figuring out the major events and talking about
them in an order coherently. As a conclusion, it could be inferred that narrative tasks would

require a test taker to show the control of the genre, and to structure the discourse.

According to Goh and Burns (2012), explaining and predicting tasks could either be
monologue or interactive. They maintain that explaining and predicting tasks are very suitable
for students studying in academic programs or in ESP programs and they require the student
to explain the information often found in graph or table form and extrapolate from the
information to explain or predict the meaning. They add that, to complete the task, students
should explain the background, identify the components of the information or processes and
organize them in a coherent order so that listeners understand the information. As a
conclusion, it could be deduced that, examinee is supposed to analyze the situation and form a

step based on which s/he is supposed to make elaborations in a discourse.

Decision making tasks involve the discussion of an issue from more than one point of
view (Luoma, 2004.). She continues that test takers, then, come to the best decision and if the
test taker is tested individually, s/he is supposed to articulate various points of view and then
give a reason why one of them is chosen as the final decision. As a result, it could be inferred
that mostly similar to explaining and predicting task, the test taker needs make a good

reasoning and then finalize his or her speech in a discourse.
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Role play tasks enable students take on a role rather than talking in a monologue
fashion, and they therefore, supply scope for facilitating students to perform abilities of
language use for the role. Fulcher (2003) states, simulations are similar to role plays. It could
be deduced that role plays could align more closely with real life tasks that students need to
carry out. Usually, students are provided with a situation within a specific context, some
guidelines about what they should discuss. As a result, it could be concluded that role plays
provide a situation in which test takers’ interaction abilities are displayed in a wide variety of

contexts and thus enabling different kinds of output.

In compare and contrast type of tasks, Stirling (2012) indicates that, examinees are
required to contrast two ideas, pictures, define each idea, give an illustration of each, then
compare and contrast them. In doing so, Luoma (2004) adds, examinees are expected to give
in depth information and discuss both similar and different aspects. It could be deduced that
this might require the use of forms for comparing and contrasting, conjunctions and complex
structures and test takers might need to analyze both prompts and talk about them in a

discourse.

In giving directions or instruction tasks, examinees are expected to get the message
across and make sure that it has been received (Luoma, 2004). She adds, while it could be
interactive in a dialogue mode, it could also be in a one way direction speech. It could be
deduced that when it is in interactive form, direction instruction can repeat all the instructions
at the end, or he just can simply ask questions to have the instruction giver make more exact
instructions. As a conclusion, giving instruction task is a controlled task in which test taker

needs to show that s/he comprehends the directions and produce the expected output.

In information gap activity, Kayi (20006), students are expected to work in pairs. One
student partners will share their information through asking questions to find missing

information. She explains further that Information gap activities provide opportunities to
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solve a problem or collect information. As a conclusion, these activities are effective because

partners could talk in the target language by constructing a dialogue.

In conclusion, speaking tasks should not be limited to the tasks explained above. They
are the ones mostly used in speaking examinations or in classroom use. It could also be
inferred that by employing some of the tasks above in a speaking test, an approximate
judgment could be made about the one’s speaking skills. Adding variety to the tasks included
in a speaking test could increase validity in terms of the variety of the abilities tested;
however, the increase in number could add the cognitive burden while dealing with the tasks
for test takers and assessment for raters. Therefore, keeping a balance is an important issue

while deciding the variety and number of the tasks when developing a speaking test.
Assessment Rubric

In the view of Fulcher and Marquez Reiter (2003), assessment scales endow
operational definition for linguistic construct involving the aspects of speaking. Another
definition by Davies et al. (1999) is that scoring rubric is a scale for describing language
proficiency which includes a series of levels according to which the performance of test taker
is assessed. In addition to the definitions above, Luoma (2007) explains that a rating scale
which contains categories of numbers or verbal statues along with the descriptors for stating
what each number or verbal statue stands for is an asset used for determining how well
examinees can speak. In conclusion, the idea that assessment scales include levels which
describe performance features from least successful to most successful, and are utilized for

assigning a score for the speech given by the test taker could be drawn.

Scales could be found in different formats. There have been many scale forms
designed for different purposes. Alderson (1991) implies that there are scales which have
different uses such as user oriented scales which are used to convey information about typical

output of a test taker at a given level. Fulcher (2004) indicates that it is an appropriate way to



29

note down the descriptors of level in view of what the learner is able to do in the foreign
language, or in ‘Can Do’ statements. The other use of scale is, as Fulcher (2004) states,
assessor-oriented scale designed to guide the process of rating, converging the quality of the
performance expected. Lastly, constructor-oriented scales created to aid the constructor of test
choose test tasks to be selected. According to Fulcher (2004) “they contain references to the
types of task that are most likely to elicit the language sample required for the scores to be
meaningful” (p. 89). As a result, it could be concluded that, the aim of the assessment might
determine the selection of the scale type. If certain type of speech output is expected then it
might be useful to have user oriented scale, if the quality of the speech output matters then it
might be useful to have assessor oriented scale, if task specific output is expected then it

might be useful to have constructor oriented scale.

Apart from the categorization by Alderson (1991), there are other categorizations for
rubric or scale types. General (or generic) type of rubric, for example, is the one used across
similar performances such as all writings, all oral presentations, all group interactions (Arter
& McTighe, 2001). The idea is elaborated as using the same writing assessment scale for
different kinds of writing performances no matter what the writing task is. Similarly,
Brookheart (2013) declares that generic rubrics use criteria and performance descriptions
that could be generalized across different tasks. She explains that all of the tasks have to
reflect examples of the same learning outcome. Based on the definition given above, it could
be regarded that general, or generic, rubric can be used for different tasks in terms of the same

assessment criteria. An example for general rubric is given below by Brookheart (2013):

The 6+1 Trait Writing rubrics were developed in the 1980s by teachers working with
the Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory, now Education Northwest
(educationnorthwest.org). Identifying the six traits was a large part of that work. The six

(plus one) traits are the following:
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* Ideas

* Organization

* Voice

* Word Choice

* Sentence Fluency
 Conventions

* Presentation

(Brookheart , 2013, pp. 42-43)

Another type of rubric is task-specific rubric which as stated by Moskal (2000) is used
for evaluating the performance of student on a single assessment event. She expands the term
that it might be required to develop a different scoring rubric when tasks in a subject
differentiates. Besides, Tedick (2002) expresses that task-specific rubric is used for
considering the task foremost granting that the scale demonstrates a good correspondence
with the task and test construct. Considering the definitions given above, it might be decided
that if a task-specific rubric is to be used, the rubric should include assessment criteria
uniquely for the achievement of the task; therefore that rubric can only be used for that task

only. An example for the task-specific rubric is provided in Figure 1 below:



Figure 2. Task-specific Rubric for a Presentational Writing Task:

“Visiting Monuments in Paris”

- Intermediate Level

Strong Performance

Meets Expectations

Approaching Expectations

Use of past tenses

Language Control)

(Domains: Functions,

tense/spelling is
infrequent. and does not
interfere with understanding

Past and imperfect tenses are
used appropriately most of
the time. Verb forms are
accurately spelled most of the
time. Errors do not interfere
with understanding

Choice of past and imperfect
1ses is inappropriate in
several sentences and/or
several verb forms are
musspelled Errors make
understanding difficult at
times.

Use of story form
(Domain: Text type)

Story /I8y "’c'rDr._?anmL—,d with

Jt A variety of
words are used to

story appropn. aL—Ly

Story is well-organized with
some descripti and/or
details to add interest
Sequencing words are used to
conneact the events of the

story

Story 15 a list of sentences
logsely connected with some
sequencing words

Use of cultural Incorporates extensive and Incorporates correct Incorporates a minimal
knowledge orrect knowledge of current | knowledge of current and amount of correct knov ¢Lv—'1u
{Domain: Cultural and historical significance o historical significance of all of current and/or historic
Awareness) all monuments pictured monuments pictured significance of all mor |umc."tr
pictured.

Figure 1: Task-specific rubric for a presentational writing task: “Visiting monuments in
Paris” - intermediate level (CARLA of University of Minnesota, 2019, para. 1).

One of the other types of rubric is analytic rubric. Thornbury (2005) explains that
“analytic scoring is to give a separate score for each kind of aspect of the task™ (p. 127). He
adds that, provided that the factors in the rubric are well selected, the scoring would be fairer
and more reliable. On the other hand, he continues, the rater could lose concentration while
focusing on all of those aspects. Apart from Thornbury, Brookheart (2013) indicates that
“analytic rubric describes the work on each criterion separately” (p. 6). She implies that using
analytic scoring could be useful in terms of showing learners what kind of feedback should be
given to improve the underachieving aspect of their work. However, Brookheart and Nitko
(2008), and H. D. Brown (2004) explain that it is harder to achieve inter-rater reliability when
using analytic rubric. Lastly, Tedick (2002) states that different weightings can be given for
different aspects, thus that enables teachers to prioritize the aspect that they judge as more
important. Upon considering all the statements about analytic rubric, it could be deduced that
analytic scales include different aspects of a task separately as assessment criteria and have

both advantages and disadvantages. An example of an analytic scale is given Figure 2 below:
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B1 CONTENT COMMUNICATIVE ORGANISATION LANGUAGE
ACHIEVEMENT
5 All content is relevant to the task. Uses the conventions of the Text is generally well- Uses a range of everyday
. . communicative task to hold organised and coherent, using | vocabulary appropriately,
Target reader is fully informed. the target reader's attention a variety of linking words and | with occasional
and communicate cohesive devices. inappropriate use of less
straightforward ideas. common lexis.
Uses a range of simple and
some complex grammatical
forms with a good degree of
control.
Errors do not impede
communication.
4 Performance shares features of Bands 3 and 5.
3 Minor irmelevances and'or Uses the conventions of the Text is connected and Uses everyday vocabulary
omissions may be present. communicative task in coherent, using basic linking generally appropriately,
: generally appropriate ways to | words and a limited number of | while occaslonally overusing
l'l;]aflaget reader is on the whale communicate straightforward cohesive devices. certain lexis.
rmed. ideas.

SRS Uses simple grammatical
forms with a good degree of
comtrol.

While emors are noticeable,
meaning can still be
determined.
2 Performance shares fealures of Bands 1 and 3.
1 Irrelevances and misinterpretation | Produces text that Text is connected using basic, | Uses basic vocabulary
of task may be present. communicates simple ideas in | high-frequency linking words. reasonably appropriately.
simple ways.
Target reader is minimally 3 e Uses simple grammatical
Informed. forms with some degree of
control.
Errors may impede meaning
at times.
0 Content is totally imebevant, Performance below Band 1.
Target reader is not informed.

Figure 2: An analytic scale of assessing writing performance scale in Cambridge PET
examination (UCLES, 2014, p.2).

Apart from analytic rubric, there is also holistic rubric. Fulcher (2004) defines it as a
rubric by which a single score is assigned based on impressions or according to the descriptor
it has. He states further that this single score entails all features of the performance or output,
demonstrating the overall quality. Besides Fulcher, Thornbury (2005) indicates that “holistic
scoring is to give a single score based on an overall impression” (p. 127). Moreover,
Brookheart (2013) defines that “holistic rubrics use all the criteria at the same time to describe
the output thus enabling an overall judgment about the quality of the output” (p. 6). There are
some advantages for using holistic rubric. In addition to sustaining inter-rater reliability
(Brookheart & Nitko, 2008; H. D. Brown, 2004), holistic rubric provides advantage of
quicker scoring (Thornbury, 2005). On the other hand, holistic rubric lacks specific details;

therefore, test takers are unable to see their weaknesses exactly (Tedick, 2002). In conclusion,
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it could be inferred from the statements above, holistic rubrics enables raters give a single
score for the whole performance based on overall impressions including both advantages and

disadvantages. An example of a holistic scale is given Figure 3 below:

B1 Global achieverment

Ln

Handles communication on familiar topics,
despite some hesitation,

Organises extended discourse but occasionally
produces utterances that lack coherence, and
sorme inaccuracies and inappropriate usage oceur.

4 Performance shares features of Bands 3 and 5.

Handles communication in everyday situstions,
despite hesitation.

Constructs longer utterances but is not able
to use complex language except in well-
rehearsed utterances.

2 Performance shares features of Bands 1and 3.

1 Canveys basic meaning in very familiar
everyday situations.

Produces utterances which tend ta be very short
- words or phrases - with frequent hesitation
and pauses.

o Performance below Band 1.

Figure 3: An example of holistic scale of Cambridge PET speaking assessment rubric
Retrieved from: (UCLES, 2016, p.61).

As indicated above, rubrics can also be designed for assessing task specific features as
well and primary-trait rubric is one type of task-specific rubric (Lloyd-Jones, 1977). He
expresses that it was created to assess the main functions of language or specific trait which is
produced by the test taker through the task. Similarly, Tedick (2002) remarks that primary-
trait scoring requires limiting criteria on a task to one underlying dimension when assessing
performance. He continues that it is a faster way to score as well. However, Applebee (2000)
notes that in order to assure the raters solely focusing on whether the test taker accomplishes
the purpose of the task, raters are instructed to ignore errors and concentrate on overall

rhetorical effectiveness. As a conclusion, it could be understood that when using a primary-
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trait rubric, it is important to taking only one criterion specific for the task into consideration.

An example of a primary-trait rubric is given Figure 4 below:

Primary Trait: Persuading an audience
() — Fails to persuade the audience.

I — Attempits to persuade but does not provide sufficient
support.

2 — Presents a somewhat persuasive argument but without
consistent development and support.

3 — Develops a persuasive argument that is well developed and
supported.

Figure 4: Primary-trait rubric (Tedick, 2002, p.36).

Hamp-Lyons (1991) introduces another type of task specific rubric as multi-trait
rubric. Tedick (2002) defines that multi-trait rubrics permit the raters to assess the
performance in the view of more than one dimension of task-specific features. He elaborates
that, multi-trait task specific rubrics seem similar to analytic rubrics in terms of including
several dimensions to score; however, it differs from analytic rubrics in terms of the task
specific criteria it includes. It might also be developed as holistically since holistic rubrics
require raters to assign a score based on overall performance while holistic rubrics include
several criteria for the assessment. As a conclusion, it might be inferred that, if the task is to
be evaluated from several task-specific features, multiple-trait rubrics could be utilized. An

example of a multiple-trait rubric is given Figure 5 below:



Primary Activity Standard: Communication Standard 1.1 (Interpersonal Communication)

Students engage in
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conversations, provide and cbtain information. express feelings and emotions. and exchange opinions

Excellent

Average

Needs Work

The group forms immediately to

wiork on activity until

e teacher

The group forms fairly soon to work mostly
on activity until the teacher |ndi

tes

The group t takes a long time to form
they do no k on activity (unless the

Cooperation

10 9

acts "superior’

Timaion indicates otherwise: if group otherwise: if group finishes e members | teacher walks by). if group finishes
Task finishes early, members discuss are either silent or discuss t“p cs ot early, members discuss topics not
topics related to TL related to TL related to TL
10 9 8 7 6 543210
All group members participate More than one group member does
equally throughout the entire All group members but one participate not participate equally throughout the
Participation | activity equally throughout the activity activity
5 4 3 210
Members do not 1om:fatv;— Lo help
each other leam: if anyon been
Group group somc't i] absent the group do k eLJ some

members act "superior

543210

Use of TL

Members use as much TL as
possible (also to greet and say

farewells)

5

Members use some TL during activity (also
to greet and say farewells)

4 3

P«‘n:mbe 'S rare
erdoth
farewells)

¢ use TL during activity
¢ greet nor say

210

Figure 5: Multi-trait rubric for interpersonal communication activity in target language
(Petersen, 1999, as quoted in CARLA of University of Minnesota, 2019, para. 1).

Research Studies On Speaking Exams

In a study conducted by Zhou (2016), it was aimed to investigate construct validity of

the speaking examination which tests the test takers’ communicative proficiency in Beijing

International Studies University. TEP (Oral) Level B speaking examination aims to elicit

language samples such as indicating factual information, explaining personal ideas and

reasoning along with demonstrating competence with being sufficiently fluent on familiar

topics. The exam is comprised of three parts; first of which includes questions about test

taker’s personal background, the second part includes text retelling and question and answer

session related to that. In the final part of the examination, test takers are evaluated on their

co-performance through oral discussion. 40 percent of a test-taker’s speaking performance

evaluation is defined based on holistic scoring by interlocutor, and 60 percent of it is defined

through analytic scoring by assessor involving sub-skills of interaction, organization of

content, pronunciation, grammar and vocabulary. The study included 36 trained raters and
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254 test-takers. Reliability analysis of TEP (Oral) B revealed a Cronbach’s alpha score of (a =
.93) over 5 items. This result shows that the scores of test takers in TEP (Oral) B are highly
reliable. Besides, in order to check to what extent inter-rater reliability was achieved,
Spearman’s rank correlation coefficient is conducted. The correlation value of the scores of
seven pairs are r < .65, and of the eleven pairs are r > .65 and all have p < .01 values. Upon
considering the statement of Butler (1985) and Bachman (1990) which is .5 or .6 range are
considered weak correlation; it could be inferred that there are reasonable correlations
between the scores of eleven pairs out of eighteen. According to Xiaoqing (2003), factor
analysis could be used in finding construct validity and the researcher utilized SPSS.22 in
doing so. The results indicated that the KMO coefficient was .886 which was an acceptable
value to administer FA as “a value of .60 or higher is accepted to be sufficient” (Razi, 2012,
p. 174). According to the communalities results, there appears only one factor and all factor
items have factor loads of > .450; therefore, regarding the statement of Biiyiikoztiirk (2007)
there is no need for extraction of the any item. Finally, the initial eigen values indicated that
the first factor explained 77.3% of the variance, which is solely enough for being a construct
since Razi (2012) considers 60% of cumulatively explained variance as highly sufficient.
Thus, it could be concluded that the TEP (Oral) Level B exam has construct validity. In
addition to that, the researcher carried out multi facet rasch models analysis since MFRM
could reveal more information about interactions between a specific rater with a task or a test-
taker and contribute more to investigation of construct validity (Grabowski, 2009; Lynch &
McNamara, 1998; McNamara & Roever, 2006; Rasch, 1960). MFRM has also indicated that
although raters used the scale appropriately, upon taking the test-takers’ abilities into
consideration the tasks at Level B could be regarded as relatively easy for most of them, the
tasks of text retellings and topic discussions ought to be restructured thus the tasks can

accurately show the language abilities of test takers. As a conclusion, the speaking
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examination included question and answer session, retelling a text and question and answer
session based on that and lastly an oral discussion with another test taker. Assessment criteria
included an analytic scoring on interaction, organization of content, pronunciation, grammar
and vocabulary. Cronbach alpha reliability analysis of the exam result is high (a > .90, for
each of the sub skill evaluated in the exam), inter-rater reliability analysis demonstrates that
11 pairs out of 18 is satisfactorily and positively correlated (s > .67) based on Butler’s (1985)
and Cronbach’s (1990) statement above. Construct validity of the exam is positive after
Factor Analysis (FA) which showed that the first factor explained 77.27% with eigen value of
3.86. and four items (communicative effect, text retelling, topic discussion, vocab & gram,
pron. & into.) have a factor load of > 0.67 in the first and the only component. However,
based on Multi facet Rasch analysis, the validity of the exam is low since tasks were too easy
for the test takers to reflect their real potential. In the study, there are no signs of content
validity and criterion related validity.

In another study by Zhihong , Zhenxiao and Leijuan (2016), it was aimed to find the
how beneficial it was to conduct English speaking test with computer assistance in the scheme
of Communicative Language Testing (CLT). In the study, the research questions of how much
valid and reliable the computer assisted Spoken Language Speaking Test (SET) from the CLT
model perspective and how much effective such a computer-assisted SET in reflecting EFL
learners’ real language use abilities are tried to be found out. The number of participants was
34 juniors of non-English major students. The exam included three tasks. The first one is
group discussion in which students one by one lead discussion of the topics by ensuring the
participation of every one of the students in discussions by including related communicative
strategies taught during the course. The next one is a conversation in a pair work lasting for
five minutes. The last task is personal speech about the topic talked previously. The

assessment criteria were a blend of IELTS Speaking Band Descriptions and national College
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English Test-Spoken English Test (CET-SET); however it is not supplied in the study paper.
To obtain content validity, test specifications and the sub-tests were compared to show to
what extent they match consistently. It was found by the researchers that first task allows each
participant in the group to perform their communicative competence equally. Additionally, in
second task, sociolinguistic and illocutionary competence contained by pragmatic competence
of the test takers are able to be evaluated since the task required them to exchange ideas and
facts within the target language by relating the topics to their life experiences thus involving
socio-cultural factors inevitably. Lastly, in the third part of the test, organizational
competence including linguistic and textual competence of the test takers is assessed. As a
result, it could be understood that, the exam has content validity. In order to investigate the
construct validity, Pearson correlation coefficient calculations were conducted to depict the
correlations among sub-tests, and between sub-tests and the test as a whole. The correlation of
group discussion, pair work and personal statement between the total test score were
positively correlated as rp (34) = .73, p < .01, 7, (34)=.81,p <.0l,r, (34)=.72,p < .01
respectively. Therefore it could be concluded that there is a construct validity of the test as
there is significant positive high correlation between the sub-tests and the total scores as
expressed by Fulcher (2003). In order to find reliability of the scores, Cronbach Alpha
coefficient is calculated. The result is Cronbach’s alpha score of (o = .84) over 34 scores
which means that the test scores have high reliability. As a conclusion, the study included a
group discussion, pair discussion and personal speech as speaking tasks. The assessment
criteria were a blend of IELTS and a national scale called CET-SET. In order to find content
validity of the exam, tasks and test specification were compared and as a result consistency
between them is assured. In order to check reliability, Cronbach alpha analysis was conducted

and a high reliability was found. Lastly, in order to find construct validity Pearson Correlation
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Coefficient analysis was carried out between the results of test tasks and overall test score.
The results were all high significant positive correlations which indicated construct validity.
In a master thesis study conducted by Sak Kiymazaslan (2008), validity and reliability
of the speaking test was aimed to be investigated which is conducted at a Turkish University.
The speaking exam consisted of two tasks one of which is picture description and the other is
topic explanation task. In the study, there were 70 test taker participants and six raters. The
data were collected through interviews, questionnaires, exam results of speaking, TOEFL and
departmental speaking exam. In order to find face validity, the results of the questionnaire
were used and interviews were conducted to examine the content validity of the exam. The
questionnaire results revealed that the exam had face validity at a satisfactory level.
Furthermore, the interview results indicated that the exam had content validity at a relatively
high degree level. In order to find predictive validity, Pearson correlation coefficient was
conducted by using scores of preparatory class speaking test and scores of departmental
speaking test. It was found that the preparatory speaking test was unable to predict the
performances of the test takers in the departmental speaking exam (7, (70) = .12, p = .36). In
this respect, it might be concluded that the exam did not have any predictive validity.
Moreover, in order to inspect the construct validity of the exam, Pearson product moment
correlation coefficients between the students’ speaking exam scores and the scores of the
students’ score in each subtest (Listening, Structure, Reading and Writing) of the TOEFL
exam were calculated. The results of correlation coefficients were r, (70) = .20, p = .10, r,
(70) = .04, p =.73, 1, (70) = -.08, p = .52, 1, (70) =-.62, p = .61, r, (70) =.09, p = .46
respectively. It is clear from the result that the correlations between the speaking exam scores
and the other subtests of the TOEFL-IBT and the total score of the TOEFL-IBT are very low.
Based on the results it could be deduced that, there is not a construct validity of the test;

probably because, in the study, speaking exam scores were correlated with totally different
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constructs, therefore such a result was quite usual. Moreover, correlating results of one
examination with another is executed for checking concurrent validity rather than construct
validity. It was found out that the inter-rater reliability of the test was not found to be
satisfactory because the inter-rater reliability of one pair was found relatively low. As
indicated in the table, the correlation coefficients of the first two pairs are 7, (19) = 91, p <
.01; however, for the third pair », (19) = .49, p = .04 which is quite low though it is
significant. In order to find intra-rater reliability of the raters, correlations the first and the
second rating of a rater for the same performance is inspected. The correlation coefficients
obtained for the first, second, fourth and the fifth raters are r, (19) > .71, p < .01 which are
highly reliable. For the third and sixth raters are r, (19) > .56, p = .02 and r, (19) > .58, p =
.01 respectively which are accepted as very low reliable.

Checkpoint which is owned and operated by Latitude Aviation English Services
Limited (UK) is an English Language Proficiency (ELP) test developed to test the English
language skills necessary for successful English-medium aviation training. It was developed
by aviation English testing experts. The examination tests reading, listening and speaking
skills of the test takers. The speaking tasks are about aeronautical mechanisms and processes,
events in aviation operations and one’s future career in aviation and about the aviation
industry in general. In the test, fluency, structural and lexical competence, functional
competence, including the language of description, sequencing, linking of events,
relationships between things, and strategic competence including the ability of the candidate
to process visual representations of mechanisms and processes common in aviation with
which they may or may not be familiar and to select the most important features of the
animation and plan, organize and execute a response based on their linguistic resource are
assessed. Rater training and standardization is carried out in three phases. The first phase is

pre-standardization. Raters familiarize themselves with test format, tasks, rubric, and
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exemplar performances. In the second phase which is standardization, the raters discuss with
team leader how to interpret rating scale and procedures for rating, and then listen, rate and
discuss a variety of series of exemplar performances. Finally, in the certification phase, the
raters rate five samples of speech and the team leader reports a feedback based on the scores
given about consistency and severity. Rater reliability is analyzed by using Many Facet Rasch
Analysis programme and only the rater who achieve infit mean square values of between 0.50
and 1.50 and, where applicable, outfit mean square values of between -2 and +2. are accepted
as raters. In a study conducted by Hamill (2016, as cited in Latitude Aviation English
Services, 2017), it was intended to compare the predictive validity of decision scores, which is
the lowest score in any part of the test, and composite scores, which is weighting performance
in all parts of a test in a single score. Checkpoint scores and scores in Theoretical Knowledge
Exam (TKE) which is only given to those who score high on Checkpoint exam are used for
analyzing correlations. The results of the study revealed that scores on Checkpoint exam
predicted validly the linguistic success in aviation training. Interviewees emphasized that
content of Checkpoint was including field related content which they faced in their
forthcoming education. The researcher reported that correlations between Checkpoint
composite and decision scores and scores on TKE were non-significant and explained the
reasons for that a strong relation is unlikely between scores on the two tests because they
totally represent different constructs and also the success in aviation training requires being
proficient when being instructed in target language; however, involves considerably more
than ELP alone because ELP is only one among many variables that affect academic success.
In the study, there is not any result of statistical analysis provided related to construct validity
of the exam.

In September 2008, a management team at the University of Copenhagen emphasized

the necessity for an assessment procedure to endorse university lecturers’ skills of English
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language use who are supposed to teach at graduate programs at that university. In other
words, the test is intended to be developed which assesses if the teachers have a sufficient oral
proficiency level for giving lecture and having interaction with graduate students in a
university context. Furthermore, when teachers have below the adequate level of use of
English language to pass the certification process, the results of the test would provide some
feedback about the areas they need to study to be able to be an instructor at those graduate
programs. In this respect, the construct of the exam is set if a test taker is able to handle a
variety of communicative tasks which are exclusive for university graduate programmes, such
as presenting highly complex content material, clarifying, paraphrasing concepts and major
points, asking question, understanding and responding to questions from learners, dealing
with unclear questions and misunderstandings and negotiating the meaning when necessary.
Also, assessment criteria include the generic skills such as fluency, pronunciation, vocabulary,
grammar and interaction. The testing procedure consists of three parts; the first one is a warm
up; second one is a mini-lecture; and third one is a question and answer session. Only the
second and the third part are assessed. As part of the lecture, the task aims to elicit if the
examiner is able to give instructions for classroom activities such as pair work or a group
work and if the examiner has the necessary language use skills to handle questions of the
participants. The third part contains of a question and answer session. The aim of this task is
to mock up student/teacher interaction in a classroom context. The criteria are generic criteria
and descriptors are at five levels borrowed from the CEFR. During the assessment, analytic
criteria is used, each of the participants are assessed immediately by the two examiners
separately and is given a global result. The participants are also rated between one and five for
generic criteria. After reaching an independent rating, the examiners debate on their ratings
and they need to have an agreement for both overall global result and the discrete generic

criteria. In cases of disagreement, assessment of an additional examiner is required. The
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participants receive a global result and narrative feedback. It is unknown whether there is a
validity and reliability study conducted for the speaking test; however, this study could be
considered as a successful example for how to develop a speaking test consisting how to

define the construct, designing tasks and figuring out the assessment criteria.

In this study, researchers Shatrova, Mullings, Blazejova and Ustiinel (2017) discuss
the format of a speaking exam developed for the School of Foreign Languages at a Turkish
university. The reason for them to develop such a test was the former speaking test’s being
unsatisfactory in meeting the expectations of stakeholders which causes criticism. Therefore,
a new speaking test that measures the abilities of learners to use language appropriately in
general social and academic contexts is aimed to be developed. In this respect, the new format
of the exam consisted of tasks of conversation with interlocutor and speaking on a topic. In
the conversation, interlocutors initiate a conversation with the test taker on everyday issues
and the aim is to elicit extended responses rather than plain answers. On the other hand,
speaking on a topic includes both picture description covering a wide range of themes and
issues and a monologue speech which is an explanation of a topic. For the assessment a
holistic rubric was used which consist of five scales ranging from 0-1/ Basic-No response to
4.5 — 5/ Exceeds Expectations which was developed by speaking unit team in the faculty. As a
result of subsequent feedback, some amendments were done for bettering instructions and
pictures for photo description. All the participants who are assessors and interlocutors as well
as students reported positively on the flow and comfort of the exam. In addition, although
majority of the assessors displayed consistency in scoring, there were some outliers who were
later taken for additional training prior to the exams. Whether there is a reliability and validity
analysis carried out about the exam is unknown.

Based on the relevant research above, it could be summarized that when developing a

speaking test, the construct should be defined firstly. Then, appropriate tasks should be
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selected that would elicit the desired outcome. The process of developing a speaking test
continues with defining assessment criteria, rater training to sustain consistency in scoring and
procedures to execute the speaking test. In order to judge whether a speaking test is
successfully developed could be decided through statistical analysis as explained in the
researches above. In order to find construct validity, factor analysis could be conducted to see
if sub-skills scored by examiners such as grammar, fluency etc., constitute a construct
together. Beside factor analysis, Pearson Correlation or Spearman Correlation analysis could
also be used to see if there is correlation among test items and between test items and total
score in order to investigate construct validity. In order to find predictive validity, again
Pearson Correlation analysis could be used. The correlation between the newly developed test
and a future test indicates how much the newly developed test is able to predict the success of
a test taker in that future test. Reliability analysis of the test could be investigated through
Cronbach Alpha and Pearson Correlation computations. In this purpose, in the researches
above, Pearson Correlation Coefficient calculation for inter-rater reliability and computation
of Cronbach Alpha for would demonstrate intra rater reliability and the reliability of the test
as a whole. These statistical calculations are also approved by Fulcher and Davidson (2007).
If there is problem after these calculations, the necessary amendments could be done and the

test could be used again.
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Chapter I1I: Methodology

In this study, it is aimed to develop a valid and a reliable speaking test. Also, in this
study procedures to execute a speaking test and the consistency in rater behaviors are also
aimed to be sustained. In doing so, this test is expected to be a model for the ones interested in

developing a speaking test. Therefore, the research questions are in this study as follows:

1. How valid is the test?
la. Does the test have content validity?
1b. Does the test have construct validity?
2. How reliable is the test?
2a. Is there inter-rater reliability?
2b. Is there intra-rater reliability?

3. What are the views of administrators, teachers and students on the speaking test?

In this study, criterion related validity is not decided to be investigated. This is
because, finding another a valid and reliable speaking exam measuring CEFR B1 level and
finding trained raters and getting all 164 test takers to have that exam in order to inspect
correlation between the scores of the two test seems impractical to research concurrent
validity as the research population is very high. Besides, there is no claim about a prospective
success of a student based on the result s/he gets from the speaking test; therefore predictive

validity of the test is not going to be investigated.

When developing such a test, firstly test specifications are decided to be defined.
Model of modular specification suggested by Luoma (2004) is adopted as its being a compact
and a more organized method. Quantitative research method is going to be used for
conducting validity and reliability calculations of the test. On the other hand, qualitative

method is going to be utilized to be able to find views of administrators, teachers and students
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about the speaking test. This kind of mixed method approach is also approved by Miles and

Huberman (1994) and Strauss and Corbin (1997).

Participants

160 male and 4 female cadet test takers were going to have the exam. Participants had
taken 840 hours of English as a foreign language lesson throughout 28-week-long education
year. Each of the participants had different backgrounds of English as a foreign language;
however, they were accepted at beginner proficiency level since they failed English as a

foreign language exemption exam which was held at the beginning of education year.

All of the teachers were supposed to be examiners so as to increase commissions and
decrease the number of test takers registered to each commission. Academic background of
the examiners is provided at the Table 1 below. There were also three administrators in this
research, one of them was head of foreign languages department, the other one was head of
preparation class and the last one was head of testing office who were going to take part only

in the interview part of the study.

Table 1
Academic Background Profile of Examiner

Previous

Experience in Trainine in Experience

Gender Degree Teaching Testingg in Testing
Y . Speaki

(Year) Speaking peaking

Male Female BA MA PhD [-5 6-10 +10 Yes No Yes No

Examiners 16 20 30 3 3 29 2 5 4 32 7 29

TOTAL 36 36 36 36 36
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Data Collection Instruments

Test takers’ scores were used for conducting quantitative analysis. Thus, scores were
obtained through document used for noting the scores down (See Appendix A and B). In
addition to the scores, views of administrators, experienced teachers, inexperienced teachers
and students were used for conducting qualitative analysis. Experienced and the
inexperienced teachers were selected based on experience in testing speaking. Therefore, an
interview was to be carried out to obtain data about the views. Which questions to be asked to
which and how many participants are depicted below in table 2. Lastly, to investigate content
validity, a comparison table was used for demonstrating data related to the content and

abilities in both exam and in the course book.

Table 2
The Questions to be asked to Participants in the Interview

Low-
successful
Students

Experienced Inexperienced  Successful

Questions Administrators Teachers Teachots Students

How effective were the tasks in
representing the real world X X X
contexts?

Are the any tasks you would
like to add to/extract from the
test to make the test more X X X
relevant to real world task?
Why?Why not?

Is the number of test takers per
commission enough to conduct
the test efficiently?

Are the materials cost-
effective? X

Is the duration per task long
enough to make an effective X X

assessment?

Has the speaking examination

caused a change in your
classroom activities during the X X

lessons? How?

Do you think being tested on
speaking skill caused you to
study more for improving
speaking skills? How?
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Data Analysis

This study involves both qualitative and quantitative data. For analyzing quantitative
data, SPSS 22.0 is going to be used. In this respect, Cronbach Alpha analysis was used for
investigating intra-reliability, and Spearman correlation analysis was used for inspecting inter-
rater analysis. Also, an online website www.socscistatistics.com was used for calculating the
standard error of measurement to check the reliability of the test. In order to investigate
validity of the speaking test, factor analysis was utilized. The qualitative data obtained
through interview was to be analyzed by focusing on commonly given answers and lastly data
obtained through comparison table was to be analyzed by comparing the abilities to be tested

in the speaking test and abilities presented in course book curriculum.

Development Process of Speaking Test

The construct of the speaking test. The aim of this test was to assess the test takers’
ability to use target language which is English effectively with regards to CEFR Bl
proficiency level. They were expected to make a coherent and through explanations on

familiar topics, and also carry out a discussion in an interaction.

- Ability to use language effectively was reflected in;
e intelligible pronunciation,
e knowledge of appropriate vocabulary,
e ability to maintain the flow of speech, despite some failure
o sufficiently accurate and appropriate knowledge of grammar.
- Ability to make a coherent explanation was reflected in;
e the ability to connect sentences with linkers, conjunctions and cohesive
devices,

e the ability to make a smooth transition between ideas.
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- Ability to make a through explanation was reflected in;
e relevant knowledge about topic,
e expression of opinion about topic,
e expression of reasons for justification,
e wrapping up essential points to come to a conclusion.
- Familiar topics were which test takers might have some knowledge or experience
such as (Cambridge PET, 2016, p. 68);
e sport,
e environment,
e daily life,
e personal opinions, experiences and feelings,
e hobbies and leisure,
® services,
e social interaction,
e travel and holidays etc.
- Ability to carry out a discussion in an interaction was reflected in;

e participating in discussion,

taking turns appropriately,

asking and expressing reasons,

leading a discussion to develop interaction,

e negotiating the ideas to compromise.

Selection of the test tasks. To be able test the test takers’ speaking abilities described
in the construct, two tasks, a sustained monologue production task and a pair interaction task,

were decided to be selected. To conduct sustained monologue production task, topic
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explanation activity was prepared. In this respect, a topic pool is created. The test taker was
supposed to talk about one of the topics from the pool. Then, the test taker was asked one
additional question to elicit further talk on that topic. Moreover, in order to conduct pair
interaction task, a discussion activity was prepared. In this discussion, test takers as a pair
discuss several options to solve a problem together and come to a conclusion. A sample for

each speaking task is presented in appendix C and D.

Assessment criteria. Assessment rubric was designed in the light of construct and
speaking tasks of the speaking examinations. In this respect, since each task contained unique
features, two separate assessment rubrics were decided to be used. In this examination, an
analytic, multi-trait and generic rubric was decided to be used because of the aforementioned
advantages of them. However, there seemed to be only one drawback of using an analytic
rubric which was low inter-rater reliability. In order to eliminate or at least minimize the
effect of this drawback, rater training was planned which is to be explained in another section
below. Descriptors of the rubric were defined by firstly analyzing the existing rubrics. In this
respect, the most efficient assessment rubric was decided to be of Cambridge English
Preliminary (PET) examination which makes assessment of language proficiency in four
skills one of which is speaking skill in CEFR B1 level. Nevertheless, that rubric lacked the
feature of assessing sustained monologue production in terms of fluency. Therefore, being
inspired from CEFR documents, fluency was added as a criterion. In order to assess speech
performance for the first task which was sustained monologue production, the rubric consisted
of grammar, vocabulary, pronunciation, fluency and production as criteria. On the other hand,
to assess speech performance for the second task which was paired interaction, the rubric
consisted of grammar, vocabulary, pronunciation and lastly interaction. The reason for not

having fluency is going to be explained in piloting phase of the examination.
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Cut scores were already defined in the original version of the assessment rubric;
however, because of the testing and evaluation criteria of the institution, those cut scores had
to be adapted accordingly. Therefore, each of the tasks was decided to worth 50 points and
because of that each of the five sub-components of the rubric for monologue production task
is updated as 10 points at maximum. For each sub-component, good level of performance was
worth 10-9 points, between good and average performance was worth 8-7 points, average
performance was worth 6-5 points, between average and poor performance was worth 4-3 and

poor performance was worth 2-0 points.

On the other hand, since pair interaction task consists of four sub-components, each of
them does not have integer value. Thus, one of the sub-components is decided to outweigh the
others which is also supported by Luoma (2007). In this respect, regarding that it was an
interaction task, the sub-component of “interaction” of the rubric was decided to outweigh the
others. The interaction was worth 20 points at maximum, and the other each sub-component
was worth 10 points. Except for interaction, for each sub-component, good level of
performance was worth 10-9 points, between good and average performance was worth 8-7
points, average performance is worth 6-5 points, between average and poor performance was
worth 4-3 and poor performance was worth 2-0 points. For the interaction sub-component,
good level of performance was worth 20-17 points, between good and average performance
was worth 16-15 points, average performance was worth 14-11 points, between average and
poor performance was worth 10-8 and poor performance was worth 7-0 points. Each speaking
assessment rubric was presented in appendix E and F. To count a performance as CEFR B1

level; minimum score should be 60 out of 100.

Procedures to conduct speaking test. This speaking test aimed to test speaking
abilities of the test takers at CEFR B1 level. The test was comprised of two different tasks

each of which had 50 points of weighting. The first task lasted for three minutes totally; one
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minute for preparation and two minutes for speech delivery. The second task lasted for four

minutes totally; one minute for preparation and three minutes for pair discussion.

Pairing test takers for the second task was also planned in the basis of studies
conducted to find out which type of pairing would be more productive. According to Norton
(2005), if one of the test takers is more proficient than the other, or if both partners know each
other, they could perform higher linguistic abilities. Therefore, before pairing test takers,
mean scores of the previous tests were analyzed and then test takers having the highest scores

were matched with the ones relatively lower proficient ones.

In order to carry out the test successfully, there were some documents that examiners
must have. Speaking commissions were made up of two examiners who are teachers of the
students. They were given speaking examination file. The file consisted of a list of test takers
registered to have the test on that commission, document for noting down speaking scores
individually for each of the examiner, document for noting down total scores of each
examiner and assigning the average score, assessment rubrics for each task, five different
samples for each task, and numbers from one to five for drawing lots to decide which sample
of the task the test taker was going to have. Test takers were registered to commission which

had teachers as examiners who were not teaching them at that time.

It is important for examiners to know how to conduct the examination. Speaking
examination started with a warm up phase in which an examiner asked several questions
about the test taker’s feelings, the weather etc. to familiarize him or her for the test. This part
was not assessed. Then, test taker picked a number from the poll to decide the sample task for
the first task. The test taker was given the instruction and started with the first task. After test
taker finished the first task, his/her pair was called to take the first task. When that partner

finished the first task in the same way, both test takers moved on to the second task. Similar to
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the first task, one of the test takers picked a number from the poll to decide the sample task
for the second task and instruction was given for both partners. Then, through interaction,

they undertake the task together as pairs.

Assessment was done during the performances of the test takers. Test takers were
assessed on their individual performances for both the first task and the second task
separately. At the end of the test, each rater assigned a score for each sub-skill and added
them up to have the final score for the first task and did the same for the second task. Then,
each rater added the score for the first task and the second task to have a final score for the
whole speaking performance. Lastly, each final score of two raters was averaged to define one

single final score of the whole performance of the test taker.

Rater training. In order to sustain a consistency among raters in terms of scoring
performances and carrying out the speaking test successfully, a workshop was planned to train

raters.

Firstly, theoretical information was given about speaking examination. In this respect,
a presentation was prepared in which there was information about the profile of test takers,
learning outcomes of speaking skill based on CEFR B1 level, the construct of the speaking
exam, speaking exam tasks, assessment criteria, documents for noting down scores,
procedures to undertake the exam and videos of good, average and poor sample performances
which were taken from Cambridge English’s YouTube channel, named Cambridge English:

Preliminary for Schools, Victoria and Chiara, and Cambridge English:KEY Speaking.

Chiara’s performance was regarded as good performance which deserved a score in
band A in terms of all of the sub-skills. Thus, a good performance in grammar was to utter
mostly accurate speech and employ some complex forms as well, in vocabulary was to use a

variety of relevant lexis accurately, in pronunciation, was to sound almost always clear,
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paying attention to stress and intonation, in fluency, was despite the evident gaps, flow of the
speech did not tire listener, in production, was to produce an extended discourse with
satisfactorily relevant information about the topic by including cohesive devices appropriately
and accurately, and lastly in interaction, was to respond and initiate the interaction without

any support.

On the other hand, Victoria’s performance was regarded as an average performance
which deserved a score in band B in terms of all of the sub-skills. Thus an average
performance in grammar was to show good command on simple grammatical forms, in
vocabulary was to use words repetitively, in pronunciation, was to sound intelligible despite
L1 problems in stress and intonation, in fluency was false starts and apparent reformulations,
in production was to produce an extended discourse with adequate information about the topic
by including basic cohesive devices, in interaction was in generally responding position

during the interaction.

Finally, in order to show a poor performance of speaking in terms of grammar and
vocabulary sub-skills, a KET examination video was watched. In that video, Luis’
performance was decided to be a poor one in terms of grammar and vocabulary. Thus, a poor
performance in grammar was to display only limited control of some simple structures using
isolated phrases, and in vocabulary, was to use limited range of vocabulary and being based
on a few different words. Poor performances for pronunciation, fluency, production and
interaction were defined independently from the sample videos. It was decided that a poor
performance in pronunciation was a heavy influence of L1 accent which causes
unintelligibility, in fluency was a huge silence between utterances that distracts listeners, in
production was to produce speech at sentence level with scarce information about the topic,
not to have cohesive devices, in interaction was to be unable to respond and contribute

without help during the interaction.
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After theoretical information was given to raters, they were asked to implement a
mock examination to carry out all procedures and rating. Therefore, the test was piloted and

feedback was asked to make the required amendments.

Piloting of the speaking test. The test was piloted by all of the raters who were the
instructors at school. The problems aroused by raters could be categorized into two which

were problems related to procedures of the exam and scoring.

One of the problems related to procedures of the exam was the duration of the tasks.
The first task was planned to last for one minute for preparation and one minute for delivering
the speech. Raters objected this issue claiming that it would be insufficient time for delivering
a speech resulting in a pressure on test takers. Therefore, one minute more is added for speech
time. In addition to duration of the task, it was asked by the raters whether it was available to
help by asking a question if test taker is stuck. In order to sustain a standardization, it was
decided that no matter a test taker was stuck or not, he or she was going to be asked a question
either when they were stuck or finish the speech. Also, if test takers were unable to

understand anything in question, an explanation could be made.

One of the problems related to scoring test taker’s performance was related to
assessment rubric for the second task. In this task, test takers are supposed to discuss several
options to solve a problem and then come to a solution. It was observed by raters that during
the execution of second task, test takers generally produced a sentence level talk or a very
little extended talk because the nature of the interaction required a frequent turn taking.
Therefore, they claimed that it was too difficult to assess fluency. As a result, fluency was
excluded in this assessment rubric. Another problem issued by the raters was that, they were
unsure to assign which score to test takers’ performance because the assessment criteria were

too demanding in terms of scoring as being an analytic rubric. To overcome this problem,
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raters were recommended assess performance firstly according to the band it was appropriate,
and then assign a score in that band. Moreover, they were advised assign a band performance
in the first 15-20 seconds for sub-skills which were distinctively good or poor, except for
“production”. If not possible, they were advised focus on some sub-skills more to assign a
band performance in the second 15-20 seconds. Once they had made a decision on band
performance of some sub-skills, they were suggested focus on the other sub-skills. Lastly,
once they had decided on band performances for all sub-skills, they are advised observe

fluctuations in the performance and make the necessary changes.

After analyzing the correlations of the scores, the commissions, raters in the
commission in which there was not a significant positive correlation between the raters were
called back to revise their training with a more experienced rater. In that session, they
discussed their scoring, and then in the leadership of experienced rater, they were taught how

they should have approached to give a right score.
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Chapter IV: Findings
RQ1: How Valid Is The Test?

1a. Does the test have content validity? Validity issue is a broad term and thus to
count a test a valid test, it is necessary to inspect a test from different dimensions. Therefore,
as stated above, content validity and construct validity of the test is going to be identified. In

order to find an answer to RQ1a, the table 3 below is displayed in which aims and outcomes

in the curriculum of the course book are compared to abilities tested thorough the test tasks.

Table 3

A Comparison Table of Abilities both Tested in the Exam and Taught in the Course

Abilities Tested in The Exam

Course Book* Speaking Curriculum

Linguistic abilities
tested in both tasks

Abilities tested in
sustained monologue
production task

Intelligible pronunciation, intonation
and stress

Sufficiently accurate and appropriate
knowledge of grammar

Knowledge of appropriate vocabulary

The ability to connect sentences with
linkers, conjunctions and cohesive
devices, Making a smooth transition
between ideas

Relevant knowledge about topic

Expression of ideas about topic

Providing reasons for justification

Expressing essential points to conclude

Practicing varying intonation to convey
your attitude

Asking questions and making
statements with correct intonation
Answering tag questions using proper
grammar and intonation to accurately
express what you think

Using modals to express obligation,
prohibition and recommendation
Adding tag questions to find out what
someone thinks

Answering tag questions using proper
grammar and intonation to accurately
express what you think

Using adjectives, fixed phrases and
idioms to express emotions

Using sequence expressions to clarify
order of events
Giving advice, describing a situation

Clearly introducing the topics

Giving reasons and examples to support
opinions

Explaining reasons to justify statements
about personal preferences

Using summary or recap techniques
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Participating in a group discussion
Asking for clarification,

Clarifying what you say

Adding tag questions to find out what
someone thinks

Participating in discussion

Taking turns to make a

Taking turns appropriately conversation go smoothly

Abilities tested
in paired

. " Asking for reasons
interaction task

Asking and expressing reasons Giving reasons and examples to support
opinions

Managing a discussion to develop Leading a discussion

interaction
Using expressions to introduce

Negotiating the ideas to compromise statements of agreement and
disagreement

*Oxford Q Skills for Success Listening and Speaking 3

Table 3 above depicts the matching abilities between the ones tested in the speaking
exam and taught through the speaking courses during the education year. There are 15
abilities decided to be tested in the exam totally which are also presented in the section of
“methodology — the construct of the speaking test”. In the course book curriculum “Q: Skills
for Success, Listening and Speaking 3” there are 27 different speaking abilities included to be
taught. 14 of the abilities to be tested match with 19 of the abilities included in the curriculum.
It could be understood that 70% of the abilities in the course book curriculum are tested in the
exam directly. There is an ability in the course book curriculum tested indirectly which is
“Using verb contractions to increase naturalness of speech.” It is not tested directly because it
is not evaluated as an ability which a CEFR Bl level student should necessarily demonstrate;
however, it affects intelligibility and fluency, thus a test taker’s performance is affected as

well.

There are some speaking abilities in the course book curriculum which are tested
neither directly nor indirectly in the speaking examination such as, implying opinions to avoid
stating them too directly, to conduct/participate a survey, include time for questions after a

presentation, using T chart to take notes for a presentation, make notes to give
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presentation/interview, discuss with a partner, attitudes about the relationship between money
and happiness and prepare a dialogue with a partner to improve your conversational skills.
There is an ability tested in the exam although it is not included in the curriculum which is the

ability “to maintain the flow of speech, despite some failure”.

Apart from the abilities tested in the speaking exam, topics about which test takers
have to speak in sustained monologue production task are thought to hold similarities with the
course book content. It could be regarded that the more there is similarity between the test
task topics and course book content, the more the familiarity of test takers would be. Thus,
content validity of the speaking exam could be considered to be sustained more strongly by
doing so. Table 4 depicts the topics about which test takers are supposed to talk in the exam

and which course book content includes.

Table 4
Comparison of Topics Tested in the Exam and Discussed in Classroom Sessions

Speaking Test (Sustained Monologue Production) Course Book Content

Do you prefer reading book from
Personal tablet/kindle or reading the hardcopy of the Is change New
Preferences book? Explain your ideas by giving reasons good or bad?  Perspectives
and examples.
What is the importance of health? What can What 1S More
. . important; Food and
Health you do to stay healthy? Explain your ideas
by giving reasons and examples taste or Taste
ye ' nutrition?
What is thg 1mportapce of havmg a goal in What can we
life? What is your biggest goal in life? How
I ; learn from
Purpose in Life do you plan to achieve that goal? Talk Success
, . success and
about the goals that you’ve achieved and . .
= failure?
how you did it.
What are the pros and cons of using the Do we need L
. . . 2 . Keeping in
Technology internet? Explain your ideas by giving technology to touch
reasons and examples. communicate
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long
What do you use a computer for? How {istance?

would life be without computers? What are
the good and bad things about having a
computer?

Friendship is the most important
relationship; do you agree or disagree?
Why? How do you maintain a good
friendship? What things should friends Are first '
R never do? . . First
Social Life impressions Impression
What is it like to meet new people? What accurate? P
kind of people do you like to meet? What
impressions would you like leave on the
people that you meet? Explain your ideas

by giving reasons and examples.

Table 4 above depicts the matching topics between the ones to be talked about in the
speaking exam and discussed through the speaking courses during the education year. There
are 14 topic questions decided to be tested in the exam totally. In the course book curriculum
“Q: Skills for Success, Listening and Speaking 3” there are 10 different speaking topics
included in the course book content. 5 out of 14 topic questions match with 5 out of 10 topics
included in the course book content. It could be understood that 50% of the topics in the

course book content are tested in the exam directly.

1b. Does the test have construct validity? Construct validity of a test carries great
importance, as mentioned earlier in this study; it forms the basis of any type of validity
(Mislevy, 2007). From the ways that are presented by Cronbach and Meehl (1955), factor
analysis (FA) is preferred as its being widely used analysis in test scores (Fulcher, 2003).
During the examination, test takers are evaluated on their performances in two tasks in terms
of vocabulary, pronunciation, grammar for each task, fluency and production only for one
task and interaction only for the other task. Thus, these nine sub-skills constitute a total
speaking score of a test taker. Before conducting FA, the factorability of the nine sub-skills

that constitute the total speaking score is examined. In this respect, firstly, the correlation
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values among sub-skills in the exam are examined and they indicate that all the items
correlate (r > .54, p. <.01) with one another. This result signals the possibility of reasonable
factorability. At the next step, the results show that the KMO coefficient was .937 which
could be considered as a great value to administer FA because a value of .60 or greater is
regarded to be sufficient (Razi, 2012). Lastly, since the result of communalities was above .3
for each sub—skill, all those sub-skills are assumed to contain common variance with the
other ones. In conclusion, it could be decided that pre-analysis results indicate FA could be a

suitable technique to be conducted for investigating construct validity.

In order to decide how many components there should be, several criteria are taken
into account. In this respect, only the components which have eigen-value of 1.0 or above are
allowed to remain (Pallant, 2001). Moreover, Biiyiikoztiirk (2007) highlights that the items
under the same factor are expected to have high factor loads (> .450), and lesser ones should
be eliminated. In addition, he continues that items are not permitted to have factor loads under
two different factors; therefore, a difference needs to be between the two highest factor loads
of at least .100. Furthermore, as suggested by Pallant (2001), items which do not load on any
factor should also be eliminated. Bearing the criteria in mind, principal component analysis
revealed one component with eigen-value of 6.42 explaining 72.1% of the variance. Result of
scree plot is displayed in Figure 6 below. In table 5 below results of factor analysis are

presented.



Scree Plot
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Figure 6. Scree plot.

Table 5

Mean Values, Communalities and Factor Loadings Based on PCA for 9 Sub-skills of

Speaking Test (N=164)

Items/Components Mean Values(SD) Communalities Speaking Score
Task 1Grammar 6.80 (1.32) 662 918
Task 1Vocabulary 7.27 (1.48) 843 896
Task 1Pronunciation 7.40 (1.31) 737 .867
Task 1Fluency 7.35 (1.63) 731 858
Task 1Production 7.54 (1.50) 803 855
Task 2Grammar 6.83 (1.38) 696 834
Task 2 Vocabulary 7.35 (L.51) 752 .828
Task 2 Pronunciation 7.38 (1.25) .686 813
Task 2 Interaction 15.41 (2.90) 583 763

Explained variance: Total = 72.1%; Factor 1 = 72.1%.

The only component is named as Speaking Score because these nine sub-skills
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constitute the overall speaking ability of a test taker. Following FA, internal-consistency

reliability is computed and Cronbach’s alpha coefficients are revealed for the nine sub-skills

in the total speaking score (o = .93), therefore, the Cronbach’s alpha coefficients provide that

the overall scale has very high internal consistency.
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RQ2: How Reliable Is The Test?

2a. Does the test have inter-rater reliability? In the development phase of the study
a rater training session is conducted. During the session, raters are instructed on how to apply
the scale appropriately. That is considered to be important in providing consistency between
the raters. In doing so, similar scores from different raters for the same performance are

expected to occur.

There are 18 commissions in the exam and for each commission there are maximum
10, minimum 8 test takers. Since the number of test taker per commission is very low, non-
parametric test is used (Pallant, 2001). Spearman rank order correlation analysis is conducted
to investigate inter-rater reliability. The same technique is used for each commission. In the

table 6 below, inter-rater reliability of each commission is presented.

Table 6
Spearman Rank Order Correlation Analysis between the 1°* Rater and the 2™ Rater

Commissions Raters Is

It * 15t & 2" Rater 93

nd % 13t & 2" Rater 88

3rd * 15t & 2™ Rater 88

4th 15t & 2" Rater .29

5th 1t & 2™ Rater 99

6th * 1t & 2™ Rater 85

7th * 1t & 2™ Rater 97

gth sk 15t & 2™ Rater 92

gth sk 15t & 2™ Rater 79

10t * 15t & 2™ Rater 89

11t 13t & 2" Rater 79

12th 13t & 2" Rater 88

13th 13t & 2" Rater 69

14th 5 15t & 2™ Rater 74

1 5th s 15t & 2" Rater 81

16t ** 15t & 2" Rater 76

17t 13t & 2" Rater 88

1 8th sk 15t & 2" Rater 97
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** There are 10 test takers in the commission.

* There are 8 test takers in the commission.

In the examination, in 17 out of 18 commissions, raters’ ratings correlate positively
and strongly with each other (rs > .69, p. < .03). It could be deduced that assessment
perception of raters might display resemblances upon considering the consistency occurred
after speaking examination. Also, bearing the Butler’s (1985) and Cronbach’s (1990)

statements above in mind, the correlation values in these commissions could be accepted as

good values in terms of inter-rater reliability.

On the other hand, although 1% and the 2" raters’ total scores are positively correlated
in the 4" commission, the result is insignificant (r(8) =.29, p > .05). It could be deduced that,
the correlation in this commission is random and unreliable.

2b. Does the test have intra-rater reliability? After investigating the inter-rater
reliability, it is also important to check intra-rater reliability. As H.D. Brown (2004) indicates,
intra-rater reliability displays how consistent a rater with himself/herself in terms of scoring.

In the table 7 below, results of intra-rater reliability analysis of each rater in each commission

is displayed.
Table 7
Intra-rater reliability of the 1°' and the 2" Rater (n of Items =9)
Commissions Raters Cronbach's Alpha
15t 15t & 2" Rater 97 & .94
ond 1%t & 2" Rater 91 & 91
3rd 1%t & 2" Rater 96 & .90
4th 15t & 2" Rater 30 & .11
5th 1%t & 2" Rater 72 & .88
6t 1%t & 2" Rater 90 & .94
7th 1%t & 2" Rater 69 & .87
gth 1%t & 2" Rater 84 &.78
gth 1%t & 2" Rater 76 & 81
10t 1%t & 2" Rater 96 & .95
11t 1%t & 2" Rater 90 & .69

12t 15t & 2" Rater 84 & .84
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13t 15t & 2" Rater .80 & .87
14th 1%t & 2™ Rater 87 & .61
15t 1%t & 2™ Rater 77 & .93
160 1%t & 2™ Rater 92 & .88
17t 1%t & 2" Rater 95 & 91
18t 1%t & 2™ Rater 95 & .92

The scores of the test takers on the 9 items ( Task 1 Grammar, Task 1 Vocabulary,
Task 1 Pronunciation, Task 1 Fluency, Task 1 Production, Task 2 Grammar, Task 2
Vocabulary, Task 2 Pronunciation and Task 2 Interactive Communication) are then analyzed
to find out the intra-rater reliability of the raters in the speaking test. Reliability analysis
revealed a Cronbach’s alpha score of a > .70 over 9 items in the speaking test for 33 raters
out of 36. These scores indicate that vast majority of raters have acceptable intra-rater
reliability. On the other hand, the second rater in the 14" commission with Cronbach’s alpha
score of & = .61 over 9 items has a weak intra-rater reliability and raters in 4" commission
with Cronbach’s alpha score of a = .30 over 9 items and o = .12 over 9 items respectively
do not have intra-rater reliability at all.

Overall reliability of the speaking test is supposed to depict us how much the speaking
test is dependable as a whole. Therefore, 18 items (9 items from the 1% rater plus 9 items from
2™ rater) are analyzed to find out the reliability of the speaking test. Reliability analysis
revealed a Cronbach’s alpha score of @ = .95 over 18 items in the speaking test. This score
indicates that speaking test is highly reliable.

In addition to Cronbach alpha analysis of reliability, standard error of measurement is
also an indicator of reliability (Genesee & Upshur, 1996). As long as standard error of the test

is smaller, the reliability of the test is higher (Luoma, 2004). According to the computation on

an online platform, standard error of the speaking test is SE = .095 (Social Science Statistics,



66

2019). This score indicates that real score of a test taker might change +-1 from his/her score
assigned by the raters.
RQ3: What Are The Views Of Administrators, Teachers and Students About Speaking

Test?

Participants’ view on authenticity of the speaking test is investigated through
questions of “How effective were the tasks in representing the real world contexts?”, and “Are
the any tasks you would like to add to/extract from the test to make the test more relevant to
real world task? Why? Why not?”. By looking at the answers given to the first question which
is asked to three administrators, five experienced teachers and five inexperienced teachers,
almost all of the participants agreed that that the tasks include the skills and abilities required
in the real world context and therefore they represent real world context. Answers given by
administrators, some of the experienced and some of the inexperienced teachers are provided

below.

“These two tasks allows student to communicate in different context along with
displaying many speaking abilities. For example, in the first task, students are
expressing their views on the topics and producing a speech at a discourse level. In the
second task, additionally, students are collaborating on a task to come to an agreement
by exchanging their opinions. Both of the tasks have their places in real life.” Head of

Foreign Languages Department.

“Students are tested in both monologue and dialogue. No matter what the topics are,
students will enter into this kind of speaking contexts in the real world. Therefore, the
exam is very effective in preparing students for the real world task.” Inexperienced

Teacher 1.
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“I think they are testing the abilities which are necessary in the real world context.
They are entering into an interaction, exchanging their views, showing whether they
agree or disagree by presenting reasons. It is obvious that it is impossible to bring a
real life context with its all features in an exam context; however, this exam is
successful in terms of projecting a student’s potential in real life contexts.”

Experienced Teacher 1.

However, only one experienced teacher stated that neither this speaking exam nor any

other speaking exam can represent real world context. The answer is provided below.

“Well, I don’t believe any exam could represent a real life situation because, although
in both contexts the same abilities are necessary, real life situation is always
completely different from what the exam is. The exam is quite successful in terms of
the testing the abilities, but, I don’t think it prepares a student for the real life.”

Experienced teacher 3.

By looking at the answers given to the second question which is asked to three
administrators, five experienced teachers and five inexperienced teachers, all of the
administrators, two experienced teacher and two inexperienced teachers agreed that there is
no need to extract or add any new task because the current tasks are able to test the abilities to
be found in CEFR Bl level and taught in course book. Some of the answers are provided

below.

“For the moment, there is no need to add or extract anything because both tasks are
able to test the abilities which are also taught throughout the courses.” Head of

Preparation Class.

“I think these tasks are OK. There is no need for an extra task.” Inexperienced Teacher

4.
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“I think these two tasks are able to test the abilities that we as teachers want from
CEFR B1 level students to display. Therefore, there is no need for such a change.”

Experienced Teacher 5.

On the other hand, three inexperienced and three experienced teachers stated that
either there should be one more new task or sustained monologue task should be changed with

a new one. The answers are provided below.

“I think students must be tested in real life environments; they should be assessed in

simulations.” Inexperienced teacher 1.

“I think, monologue task in the exam is too old-fashioned and might be changed with a
task in which a student talks based on an information, a graph etc. Also, a conversation

task also might be added.” Inexperienced teacher 3.

“I think a role play task might be added to see how well they are able to perform duties

for certain roles.” Experienced teacher 2.

“I think, an interview could also be added as a task to see how a test taker is able to

enter into a conversation.” Experienced teacher 3.

Participants’ view on practicality of the speaking test is investigated through questions
of “Is the number of test takers per commission enough to conduct the test efficiently?”, “Are
the materials cost-effective?”’and “Is the duration per task long enough to make an effective
assessment?”. By looking at the answers given to the first question which is asked to three
administrators, five experienced teachers and five inexperienced teachers, all of the
participants agreed that the number of test taker per commission is quite enough to conduct

the test efficiently. The answers given by some of the participants are provided below.
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“The number was quite enough. No one complained after the test because of the
number of test takers per commission and many of the commissions finished

examination after one hour plus fifteen minutes.” Head of Testing Office.

“Yes, definitely. We were not tired too much; especially testing students as pairs was

so efficient.” Inexperienced Teacher 4.

“Yes, there wasn’t any problem. The exam finished in one hour and fifteen minutes.”

Experienced Teacher 5.

By looking at the answers given to the second question which is asked to three
administrators, all of the participants agreed that the exam is cost-effective. The answers

given by administrators are provided below.

“In this institution, government provides all the expenses and we had enough budget.
Since we will reserve these documents for the future, we can say that it is cost

effective for us.” Head of Foreign Languages Department.

“We were able to print and copy the documents for free since the institution has the
necessary facility and government pay for it. Therefore, it is cost effective for us.”

Head of Preparation Class.

“It was cost-effective because government pays for the material. We can also preserve
these materials for the future. Therefore, especially in the long term, it is cost-

effective.” Head of Testing Office.

By looking at the answers given to the third question which is asked to five
inexperienced teachers and five experienced teachers, it could be understood that while
inexperienced teachers find it difficult to score all sub-skills while also observing the test

taker in such a short time, experienced teachers indicated that they did not experience such a
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difficulty in scoring all sub-skills in given time. The answers given by some of the

participants are provided below.

“At first it was difficult for me to focus on all sub skills to assess the performance and
observing the test taker at the same time. Actually, I had to take my time to look my

notes and score the performance after the exam is over.” Inexperienced Teacher 3.

“It was challenging to focus on all the sub skills at the same time. It was hard to
discriminate differences between performance descriptors while observing the
performance of test taker. In such a time, it was difficult for me to make a fair

judgment.” Inexperienced Teacher 5.

“That was OK. Especially, after one minute, weaknesses and strengths of the test
takers emerge clearly, therefore, there is no problem in scoring the performance in the

given time.” Experienced Teacher 2.

“Absolutely, the given time is both OK for scoring and for test taker to give answer. I

had no problem in doing that.” Experienced Teacher 5.

Participants’ view on washback of the speaking test is investigated through questions
of “Has the speaking examination caused a change in your classroom activities during the
lessons? How?” and “Do you think being tested on speaking skill caused you to study more
for improving speaking skills?”. By looking at the answers given to the first question which is
asked to five experienced teachers and five inexperienced teachers, almost all of the
participants agreed that the speaking examination somehow affected their classroom activities
in a positive way by sparing some extra time for speaking activities. The answers given by

some of the participants are provided below.
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“I’ve always believed speaking skills has great importance. Bearing that there is a
speaking exam, I’ve always paid attention to spare some time for speaking activities.”

Inexperienced Teacher 1.

“During the education year, I designed speaking activities which are supposed to
appear in speaking exam. I think that worked, because my students thanked me a lot

for having them study for those tasks.” Inexperienced Teacher 3.

“I always bring some activities for speaking skills, but speaking examination boosted

the motivation both for me and my students.” Inexperienced Teacher 5.

“Not that much, the only change in my classroom activities was involving similar

tasks with the ones in the exam.” Experienced Teacher 3.

“For sure, I tried to bring more activities which are similar to the ones in speaking
examination. As a conclusion, my students were more successful in speaking

examination.” Experienced Teacher 4.

On the other hand, there is only one experienced teacher who declared that this
speaking examination did not cause any change at all. The answer given by experienced

teacher 2 is provided below.

“Actually, I’ve always been preparing speaking exercises, therefore, it didn’t cause me

to change or add anything new in my teaching practices.” Experienced Teacher 2.

By looking at the answers given to the second question which is asked to five
successful students and five low successful students, it could be understood that all of the
students agreed upon that they were motivated with the existence of such a speaking
examination, therefore, they participated a lot more in the classroom activities to improve

their speaking skill.
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“I always wanted to improve my speaking skills, therefore with the help of this exam,
I always tested my skills and tried to improve myself in classroom activities.”

Successful Student 2.

“Yes, during the lessons I did my best to get a good score from the speaking exam.”

Low Successful Student 2.
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Chapter V: Discussion

Discussion For RQ 1a And 1b

In this research question it is aimed to investigate validity of the exam in terms of
content and construct validity. To achieve this aim, abilities to be tested via speaking tasks in
the exam are illustrated in a table and then they are compared to see how much they match
with the aims and outcomes in the course book which are also presented in the same table.
Similar to the comparison of abilities to be tested, the comparison of the speaking topics in the
exam with the content of the course book is carried out in the same way. The idea of such a
comparison to determine the content validity of a language test is also approved by Anastasi
(1988), Bachman (1999), J. D. Brown (1996), Heaton (1990) and Hughes (1989). As stated
above, Genesee and Upshur (1996) points out that views of experts should be taken to judge

relevance of the test content and adds there is no statistical way of doing this.

Upon looking at the comparison table above, it could be seen that the abilities tested in
the exam match with the vast majority of aims and outcomes of the course book. Besides,
speaking topics in the exam, show medium similarity with the content of the course book. In a
study conducted by Sak Kiymazaslan (2008), an interview is conducted and participants
stated that the purpose of the exam is to measure the speaking abilities of students regardless
of their training background; therefore, content of the speaking exam does not necessarily be
representative of the content or objectives of language programme. In another study by
Zhihong et al. (2016), test specifications and the abilities tested via speaking exam task are
compared to investigate content validity. Pragmatic competence, sociolinguistic competence
and organizational competence are decided to be represented through tasks of group

discussion, pair work and personal statement.
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This thesis study shows similarity with the study conducted by Sak Kiymazaslan
(2008) in terms of having moderately high degree of content validity. Both of the studies
reveal that the speaking exams cover the topics taught in the curriculum up to some extent;
since, the both do not necessarily include all of the topics/content of the course book,
regarding that the utmost aim is to test proficiency. On the other hand, the study conducted by
Sak Kiymazaslan (2008) disapproves of the inclusion of objectives of course book, but this
thesis study aimed to include as many objectives/aims and outcomes of the course book as
possible because the speaking exam targets to test CEFR B1 level of proficiency and the level
of the course book is also CEFR B1. Apart from the difference of covering abilities, the both
studies differentiate in collecting data to investigate content validity. While in the study
conducted by Sak Kiymazaslan (2008), the content validity is investigated via interview, in
this thesis study content validity is investigated through comparing the abilities and topics
covered in the exam with the aims and outcomes and content of the course book. The reason
why this study has a medium content validity in terms of topic in the speaking exam is that
CEFR BI1 proficiency level is not limited to only the topics in the course book curriculum and
when being too dependent on the course book the authenticity of the speaking exam would
fall. Therefore, different topics which are considered to be suitable for CEFR B1 proficiency
level are included in the speaking test. On the other hand, the reason for having a medium
content validity in the study by Sak Kiymazaslan (2008) could be that the speaking exam is

mostly independent from the course book curriculum.

The present study shows similarity with the study conducted by Zhihong et al. (2016)
in terms of content validity. Both studies collected data to investigate content validity by
using comparison instead of carrying out an interview. Also, in both studies, content validity
is reported as high degree in terms of the abilities tested in the exam. However, the both

studies have some differences. While in the study by Zhihong et al. (2016) the abilities tested
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by tasks are compared with test specifications, in this thesis study, abilities and topics covered
by the exam are compared with the ones in the course book curriculum. The comparison of
the test specs with the abilities tested by the tasks in the exam is considered to effect the result
of such a high content validity in the study of Zhihong et al. (2016) because the tasks in the
exam are selected according to the test specifications. Thus, if those abilities could have been
compared to content of the course book, a different result could have emerged. As stated
above, the reason for having high content validity in this thesis study in term of the abilities
tested in the speaking exam could be because the proficiency level of the course book and

proficiency level of the speaking exam are same, CEFR B1 level.

In order to investigate the construct validity of the test, statistical analysis of FA is
conducted. In this respect, mean scores of each nine sub skills scored by two different raters
are taken and decided as the variables that constitute the total speaking score of a test taker.
Computing factor analysis to explore construct validity is also approved by Cronbach and

Meehl (1955), Anderson et al. (1995), Xiaoqing (2003) and Fulcher (2003).

Upon looking at the results of the FA, as stated above, the construct validity of the
exam 1is sustained. There are several studies in which construct validity of an exam is
inspected through statistical analysis. For example, in a study conducted by Zhou (2016) both
FA and multi facet Rasch analysis are conducted to investigate construct validity. In addition,
while Sak Kiymazaslan (2008) conducted Pearson product moment correlation between
speaking exam scores of students and subtest scores of TOEFL IBT test, in a study conducted
by Zhihong et al.(2016) scores of the subtests of speaking exam are compared by using
Pearson product moment correlation in the same way both with each other and total scores of

the speaking exam.
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This thesis study has a similarity with the study of Zhou (2016) in terms of
investigating construct validity by using FA. According to the results of the both studies, both
tests have construct validity. However, studies conducted by Zhihong et al. (2016) and Sak
Kiymazaslan (2008), utilized Pearson product moment correlation analysis and therefore
differentiate from this thesis study in terms of investigating construct validity. In addition, in
the study conducted by Zhou (2016), multifacet rasch analysis is also used for checking
construct validity. In this thesis study as well as the studies conducted by Zhihong et.al.(2016)
and Zhou (2016), construct validity is established. In these studies, items in the same test are
inspected to find inter-item correlations to investigate construct validity through FA and
Pearson correlation calculations. Nevertheless, in the study by Sak Kiymazaslan (2008),
scores of speaking exam is compared with the subtest scores of a totally different exam,
which was TOEFL IBT, through Pearson correlation calculation. As a result, since each of the
tests is a very different construct in itself, low and insignificant inter-item correlation occurred

in the study of Sak Kiymazaslan (2008).

Discussion For RQ 2a And 2b

Intra-rater and inter-rater reliability are investigated through this research question.
The results show the consistency of the scores given by a rater and between raters who
worked as pair in the exam. In order to inspect intra-rater reliability Croncbach Alpha
reliability analysis is carried out and for inspecting inter-rater reliability analysis Spearman
correlation analysis which is the equivalent for Pearson correlation analysis for nonparametric

test (Pallant, 2001) is carried out.

In the study carried out Sak Kiymazlaslan (2003), intra-rater reliability analysis is
conducted by using Pearson correlation calculation between a rater’s first and second ratings

of the same performance which was recorded beforehand. According to the results, although
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there is intra rater reliability for some raters, for some other raters intra rater reliability is not
found. In this thesis study, on the other hand, intra rater reliability is calculated through
Cronbach alpha analysis. Similar to the study by Sak Kiymazaslan (2003), while there is intra
rater reliability for some raters, for some other raters there are not intra rater reliability.
However, in this thesis study, it is found that there are highly more raters who have intra rater
reliability than in the study by Sak Kiymazaslan. The reason for such a result could stem from
different conditions. First of all, unlike this thesis study, in the study by Sak Kiymazaslan a
rater training session was not held. Thus, inconsistency might have occurred since raters did
not have a common view point on how to score and implement the exam. In addition to this,
in the study by Sak Kiymazaslan (2003), raters had to rate the performances for the second
time by listening to audio recordings. This might have also effected the perception of the

raters about the performance of test takers.

In the study carried out Sak Kiymazlaslan (2003) and Zhou (2016), inter-rater
reliability analysis is conducted by using Pearson correlation calculation between pairs of
raters. According to the results for both of the studies, although there are inter rater reliability
for some raters, for some other raters inter rater reliability is not found. In this thesis study, on
the other hand, inter rater reliability is calculated through Spearman correlation. Similar to the
study by Sak Kiymazaslan (2003) and Zhou (2016), while there are inter rater reliability for
some raters, for some other raters there are not inter rater reliability. However, in this thesis
study, it is found that there are highly more raters who have inter rater reliability than in the
study by Sak Kiymazaslan (2003). The reason for such a result could stem from as stated
above in the study by Sak Kiymazaslan (2003) a rater training session was not held. Also,
similar to this thesis study, in the study by Zhou (2016) raters had rater training. However,
when compared to this thesis study, in the study by Zhou (2016) there are less pairs with high

inter rater reliability. This might result from different variables other than rater training, such
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as usage of different types of assessment rubric like holistic rubric for one rater and analytic
rubric for the other rater in the study of Zhou (2106). Different types of rubrics might have
affected the way a rater assesses the performance. For instance, rater using analytic rubric
might have taken a feature in the speaking performance into attention while the one who used
holistic rubric might have loosely taken that feature into account and which could have caused

low inter rater reliability.

Apart from the studies above, the other study conducted by Shatrova et.al. (2017) and
in the examination of Checkpoint, rater training sessions were held. However, there are not
statistical analysis of inter rater reliability in these studies. While in the study by Shatrova et
al. (2017) raters who had low inter rater reliability were sent for revising the session again, in
the examination of Checkpoint, raters who did not have acceptable rater reliability after rater
training session, were not assigned in the examination. In addition to these examples, in the
speaking examination held at University of Copenhagen for the lecturers, if there is a
disagreement between the two raters, a third rater assesses the performance of the test taker

and resolves the disagreement.

Discussion For RQ 3

In this thesis study, it is aimed to inspect the effectiveness and efficiency of the
speaking exam in the eyes of participants who are administrators, teachers and students as test

takers. Therefore, an interview is held by directing several questions to them.

In the study by Sak Kiymazaslan (2003), views of students are taken to see the
efficiency of the speaking test. Authenticity of the exam is questioned through with the
question with “To what extent did the speaking exam (...) reflect the characteristics of (...) in
real life situations?” (p.160) which is asked to students and the question with “Are the tasks

and topical contents relevant to the target language use domain ... the test taker is likely to
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encounter?” (p.164) which is asked to teachers. Similar to these questions in study of Sak
Kiymazaslan (2003), in this thesis study with the first question of the interview, the same
answer is sought. In both studies, participants replied positively to the questions. It shows that
the both tests have the potential of authenticity. Unlike this thesis study, in the study by Sak
Kiymazaslan (2003), students’ viewpoints are also taken to see the authenticity. This might
have both advantages and disadvantages. For advantages, a different perspective could be
added by asking this question to the students. On the other hand, since students may not be
able to judge or foresee what kind of speaking contexts they might be in the future, the
answers of them could be unrealistic. Therefore, in this thesis study, this type of questions are

only asked to administrators and teachers.

In another interview question, in the study of Sak Kiymazaslan (2003), interviewees
were asked how the test could be improved. With this question, whether further amendments
are necessary is tried to be found out by the researcher. Similar to the study by Sak
Kiymazaslan (2003), in this thesis study, with the second interview question same thing is
aimed. According to the results of the question in the interview of Sak Kiymazaslan (2003),
the two most selected answers are the inclusion of more interaction and the inclusion of
various topics. Likewise, in this thesis study, some of the participants expressed that another
dialogue task is necessary to be added to the test. However, in this thesis study, also one of the
participants stated that need not to be removed but the type of explanation task should be
renewed. In both of the studies, results are almost similar; however, in the study of Sak
Kiymazaslan (2003) this question is asked to students while in this thesis study the questions

are asked to both administrators and teachers.

In this thesis study, there are also some other questions that elicit answers regarding
the practicality and washback effect of the exam. On the other hand, in the study of Sak

Kiymazaslan (2003), the question asked to students elicit answers regarding their overall
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content about the exam and questions asked to teachers are mainly related to content validity

of the examination.
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Chapter VI: Conclusion and Implications

Firstly, content validity of a speaking examination could be sustained by taking the
field experts’ view into account at the very beginning of developing a new test. In addition to
the views of field experts, if the new developed test targets to test a certain proficiency level,
aims and outcomes of the course book could also be taken into consideration. In the light of
the views of field experts and aims and outcomes of the course book, test specifications
should be defined and based on those specs tasks should be chosen or created. In order to
investigate content validity of the test, abilities tested in the exam and aims and outcomes of
the course book might be compared to find percentage of match. Also, interview could be
held with teachers, administrators and even with students to inspect content validity of the

exam.

Secondly, construct validity could be sustained by deciding on abilities to be tested,
tasks, and assessment scale very carefully and suitably. As long as these three components of
are developed by establishing a perfect alignment with each other, construct validity of an
exam could be sustained mostly. Construct validity could be investigated in different
statistical analyses such as through factor analysis, inter-item correlation analysis and multi-

facet rasch analysis.

Thirdly, intra-rater and inter rater reliability could be sustained through a well
programmed rater training session. In rater training, raters could be taught on how to assess
properly and how to assign right score, differentiate between good, average and poor
performances, executing the procedures to implement the speaking test and they should be
given an opportunity of practice before the examination. The selection of raters who
completes the training by maintaining intra and inter rater reliability would impact the
consistency of the scores given by raters in the exam positively. Intra-rater reliability could be

analyzed with Cronbach alpha reliability analysis or investigating the correlation between the
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first and second score of a performance which must be recorded beforehand, and inter-rater
reliability could be analyzed with the Pearson product moment correlation or Spearman

correlation statistical analyses.

Finally, views of the participants who are administrators, teachers and students as test
takers are important to be taken. By taking the views of those participants, it would be
possible to evaluate the exam from different perspectives. In doing so, necessary amendments
could be done to make the test better. In order to do that efficiently, questions to be asked
should be decided carefully. Also, deciding on the which question to be asked which
participant is also important since being academically qualified enough to state ideas on the
aspects of an exam is crucial. It is possible to take the views of participants through interviews

and questionnaires.

Pedagogical Implications

In the light of findings, discussion and conclusion parts, there are some pedagogical
implications to be drawn. As stated above, validity and reliability issues hold great importance
for a test. In this respect, there are some vital hints and tips to maintain validity and reliability

dimensions of a test.

Content validity shows to what extent a test is representative of course book content,
aims and outcomes. When content validity is established, test takers would be assessed more
comprehensively and therefore results of the students would be a better indicator of what s/he
is really capable of. Regarding the construct validity issue, Mislevy (2007) states that it is the
base of any other type of validity. The reason might be that construct validity indicates
whether a test is able to test what is intended. Therefore, blueprint of a test tasks and
assessment scale ought to be aligned with each other. If the assessment scale is irrelevant of

what type of speech the tasks in the exam are supposed to elicit, or vice versa, construct
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validity could crack down. Thus, alignment among them is highly crucial. Also, when
developing tasks, taking the views of field experts into account helps sustain and increase

content validity and construct validity.

Reliability shows how much the scores are dependable and consistent. Without
maintaining intra-rater reliability, establishment of inter-reliability could be open to debate.
Also, without inter-rater reliability, score of a test-taker might not be a score that s/he might
deserve. In order to establish both types of reliability, a through rater training is necessary. In
this rater training, first of all raters should be instructed on the blueprint of the test, tasks,
assessment scale and the procedures to implement the test. Next, the training should include
sample performances of different levels and the distinctive features related to each level of
performance. Then, a guided and semi guided practice on scoring of other different levels of
performance on their own and raters having low level of inter-rater correlation might have

extra theoretical guidance and extra exercise on scoring.

Finally, feedback is very important aspect of further improvements for the test. Views
of participants in the process of whole speaking exam are very valuable for shedding light.
Positive feedback would provide what the effective things are in the exam while negative one
would show which parts of the exam could be more efficient. In this respect, directing
questions through interview or questionnaire about the exam to administrators, teachers and
test takers would make this possible. By choosing the questions carefully bearing in the mind

the things that make a test perfect, invaluable feedback could be elicited from the participants.

Methodological Implications

One of the implications related to methodological aspect is about the analysis of
construct validity of the test. Factor analysis is used for this purpose, because in the literature,

most of the researchers mentioned in their articles about the usage of factor analysis for
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investigating construct validity (Cronbach & Meehl, 1955; Fulcher, 2003; Hughes, 1989;
Oztiirk, 2007; Xiaoqing, 2003). However, MFRM is able to give out more detailed
information on the interactions of a specific examiner with a certain examinee or a task and
precision of the construct validity investigation would improve (Grabowski, K. C., 2009;
Lynch & McNamara, 1998; McNamara & Roever, 2006; Rasch G. 1960). Therefore, an
investigation of concurrent validity by using MFRM analysis would reveal more detailed

results.

Another implication would be the analysis of concurrent validity of the test. Because
of the size of the test takers, it would be impractical to have them sit another speaking
examination of which validity is established. Therefore, concurrent validity is not
investigated. However, with a careful sampling, the size of the test takers could be decreased
and by granting a request to use online shared exams, the scores of the test takers in the exam

and in the second exam could be investigated to find correlation.

Predictive validity of the speaking examination could be investigated by evaluating the
test takers’ performance in communication with tower and other pilots during flight training
or communication with speakers of English as a foreign language in their international duties.
However, since those contexts are not speaking examination contexts, correlation statistical
analysis would be useless. Instead, an interview could be carried out with test takers in their
future career to find how much effective the exam is in predicting the future success of a test

taker in those contexts.

Raters only used analytic scale in this exam to make assessment. Although usage of
analytic scales are fairer (Thornbury, 2005), Brookheart (2003) states that usage of holistic
rubric provides high inter-rater reliability. Usage of holistic scales could make the assessment

easier for raters since it requires the rater draw an overall impression rather than scoring by
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focusing on many features at the same time. The consistency between the scores given by
using holistic scale and the scores given by using analytic scores would not only provide more
comprehensive assessment of the test taker by including another dimension but also would

strengthen the reliability of the scores.

Finally, in this thesis study, views of participants are taken in order to see the
efficiency of the examination. However, an important part of the exam is rater training as
well. Views of participants could be taken to find the impact of rater training on their rating
process. Views of participants on rater training would shed light on the efficiency of rater

training and its role on scoring the performances of test takers.

Further Research

The effectiveness of rater training is an important research area to be conducted. An
experimental study could be carried out to find the differences between the scores of raters
having rater training and raters having no rater training. Also, by conducting an interview

with them, more comprehensive results could be obtained and deeper insight could be gained.
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Appendices

Appendix A: Scoring Sheet For Raters
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Appendix B: Scoring Sheet for Taking Average Score
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Appendix C: Sample Question for Sustained Monologue Production Task

1. Friendship is the most important relationship; do you agree or disagree? Why? How
do you maintain a good friendship? What things should friends never do?

- If your friendship gets broken, what would you do to fix the relationship?

2. What is the importance of doing sport? What kind of sports do you do? Why? What
other kinds of sports would you like to learn? Explain your ideas by giving reasons and
examples.

- Do you agree or disagree with the idea that “athletes earn much more than they
deserve? Why? Why not?



Appendix D: Sample Question for Pair Interaction Task (Cambridge English Preliminary for Schools, n.d, p.59)

TASK 2 TASK NUMBER 1: A boy is leaving his school because his parents are going to work in another country. The students in his class want to give him a
present.

*Ask questions to each other about the each present below.
* Answer each other’s questions by giving reasons.

* Come up with a decision together about what they can give as a present

97
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Appendix E: Assessment Rubric for Task 1 (Sustained Monologue Production)

TASK 1
(Sustained 10-9 8-7 6-5 43 2-0
Monologue
Production)
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Appendix F: Assessment Rubric for Task 2 (Pair Interaction)

TASK 2
(Palr. 10-9 87 6-5 43 2-1
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Appendix G: Official Permission Form for Using Online Sources of Cambridge English
Language Assessment
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Appendix H: Official Permission Form for Using Online Sources of The Center for
Advanced Research on Language Acquisition (CARLA) of University of Minnesota

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=28wiew=btop8iver=1mgabpd1bblgt&isearch=inbox@th="%23thread-f%3A1640435005309505307 &ovid=1
g 0§ ¢ b8
Copyright Permission Granted: CARLA Website materials = Geken kusu x &

Karin Larson </arso205@umn edu= 30 Temmuz Sal 0152 (5 gindnce) Yy
Alici: ben, syuksel -

X inglizce » > Torkce »  iletyi cevir ingllizee igin kapat x
Dear Vakkas Selim YUKSEL:
CARLA is pleased to give you permission to use the materials from the CARLA website for your dissertation. Citations of these materials should be listed as follows (or similar):

Figure 2. Task-specific rubric for a presentational writing task: “Visiting monuments in Paris” - intermediate level. {n.d.). In the Center for Advanced Research on Language Acquisition’s
Virtual Assessment Center. Retrisved from http://carla umn edw/assessment/vacimprovementirubrics/figura2 himl

Tedick, D.J. (2002). Proficiency-oriented language instruction and assessment: Standards, philosephies, and considerations for assessment. In D.J. Tedick (Ed.), Proficiency-oniented
language instruction and assessment (pp. 9-47). Minneapolis: University of Minnesota, The Center for Advanced Research on Language Acquisition. Available from
hitps:/icarla umn edwarticulation/polia/polia_intro pdf.

Task and multiple trait mini-rubric. (n.d.). In the Center for Advanced Research on Language Acquisition's Virtual Assessment Center. Retrieved from http//carla.umn.edw/
assessmentlvac/improvement/rubrics/figure? himl

With best wishes,

Karin Larson

Karin E. Larson

Execufive Azsistant Direcior

The Genter for Advenced Research on Language Apquisition (CARLA)
Globa! Programs and Strategy Afiance

University of Minnesota

140 University Internationa! Centar
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Appendix I: Official Permission Form for Using Q:Skills for Success Listening and
Speaking 3 Course book of Oxford University Press

PERMISSIONS LETTER
Our Reference: 4056020

Vakkas Selim YUKSEL

National Defence University Turkish Air Force Academy
Turkish Air Force Academy / Yesilyurt-ISTANBUL
34149 Turkey

16/07/2019
Dear Mr. YUKSEL

Re: Q:Skills for Success Listening and Speaking 3 by Miles Craven, Kristen D. Sherman,
Marguerite Ann Snow, Lawrence J. Zwier, Cherly Boyd Zimmerman ISBN: 9780194056020
The Material: Scope and sequence, Xiv, xvi, xviii

Oxford University Press (OUP) is pleased to grant you, a Student of National Defense University
Turkish Air Force Academy, non-exclusive permission free of charge to use the material described
above, subject to the following terms and conditions:

1 Use of the Material shall be restricted to inclusion in a dissertation by Vakkas Selim
YUKSEL in the English language entitled Developing a Valid and a Reliable Speaking
Test in the Frame of Institutional Requirements which shall not be published or sold.

2 This permission shall be limited to the particular use authorized in 1 above and does not
allow you to sanction its use elsewhere.

3 The Material shall not be altered in any way without our written agreement.

4 If the Material includes licensed content such as extracts, papers or illustrations reproduced
from other publications or sources and where it is indicated in an Acknowledgements list or
in any other manner in the Work that permission to use or include such material is required
then permission must be sought from the copyright owner to cover the use of such material
and to pay the copyright owner any necessary reproduction fees.

5 The following credit line appears wherever the Material is used or is included in an
acknowledgement list either at the beginning or at the end of the survey and dissertation:

Reproduced by permission of Oxford University Press

from Q:Skills for Success Listening and Speaking 3 by Miles Craven, Kristen D. Sherman,
Marguerite Ann Snow, Lawrence J. Zwier, Cherly Boyd Zimmerman © Oxford University
Press 2011

Please return one signed copy of this letter to Erika Lastovskyte, ELT Partnerships and Innovation,
to indicate your acceptance. Until ELT Partnerships and Innovation receives a signed copy of this

letter, use of the Material is unauthorized.

Yours sincerely Accepted and Signed by

Erika L&ovskfte (Jul 16, 2019) Vakkas Selim JleseL (j“-u"wg)

Erika Lastovskyte For National Defence University Turkish Air
ELT Partnerships and Innovation Force Academy
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